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PREFACE  TO  THE   THIRD    EDITION 


Since  the  last  edition  of  this  work  was  published,  very 
considerable  changes  have  been  brought  about  in  the  re- 
lations of  the  constantly  increasing  company  of  states 
which  are  now  recognized  as  parties  to  international  law. 
The  most  decided  advance  has  been  made  in  the  field 
of  arbitral  adjustment  of  international  disputes,  and  this 
progress  is  indicated,  not  so  much  by  the  number  of  con- 
troversies which  have  been  made  the  subject  of  judicial 
settlement,  as  by  the  numerous  treaties  of  arbitration 
which  have  been  negotiated  in  the  period  which  has 
elapsed  since  the  First  Peace  Conference  embodied  the 
results  of  its  labors  in  the  convention  of  July  29,  1899. 
In  the  great  wars  which  have  unhappily  intervened  since 
the  close  of  that  conference,  an  opportunity  has  been 
afforded  to  subject  its  work  to  the  crucial  test  of  experi- 
ence. The  operations  carried  on  by  Russia  and  Japan  in 
Manchuria  and  its  adjacent  waters  were  brought  to  a  close 
by  the  Treaty  of  Portsmouth  in  1905,  a  negotiation  large- 
ly due  to  the  friendly  offices  of  the  United  States. 

To  meet  the  new  conditions  of  closer  commercial  and 
diplomatic  intercourse,  which  have  been  brought  about 
since  the  adjournment  of  the  First  Peace  Conference,  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  regarding  the  time  and 
occasion  as  opportune,  suggested  to  the  Emperor  of  Russia 
the  propriety  of  calling  a  Second  Peace  Conference  at  The 
Hague,  with  a  view  to  discuss,  in  the  light  of  recent  ex- 
perience, the  important  questions  as  to  which  the  First 
Peace  Conference  had  been  unable  to  reach  a  satisfactory 
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basis  of  agreement.  The  results  of  the  labors  of  that  con- 
ference have  been  most  fortimate.  The  Arbitral  Conven- 
tion, including  the  important  Commission  of  Inquiry,  has 
been  revised,  the  way  for  the  establishment  of  a  Permanent 
Court  of  Arbitration  has  been  pointed  out,  and  the  first 
world  agreement,  involving  the  application  of  a  consider- 
able measure  of  obligatory  arbitration,  has  been  adopted 
by  the  signatory  powers  in  the  convention  regulating  the 
use  of  force  in  the  collection  of  contract  debts. 

In  so  far  as  it  was  possible  to  reach  an  agreement  in 
respect  to  the  important  questions  concerning  neutrality 
on  land  and  sea,  the  powers  have  come  into  substantial 
accord  in  a  set  of  undertakings  which  considerably  enlarge 
the  rights  and  immunities  of  neutral  states  and  neutral 
subjects  in  both  land  and  maritime  warfare.  Although  a 
reform  for  which  the  United  States  earnestly  contended — 
the  abolition  of  capture  of  non-contraband  private  prop- 
erty at  sea — ^was  not  embodied  in  the  treaties,  a  very  con- 
siderable extension  of  the  existing  immunity  from  maritime 
capture  was  accorded  to  fishing-boats  and  to  vessels  en- 
gaged in  the  coasting  trade.  The  rights  and  duties  of 
belligerents  and  neutrals,  in  respect  to  the  use  of  neutral 
means  of  communication  by  mail  and  telegraph,  were 
definitely  adjusted,  and  the  existing  rules  governing  the 
commercial  undertakings  of  neutral  citizens  and  subjects 
in  time  of  war  were  finally  and  satisfactorily  determined. 

In  this  edition  the  results  of  the  work  of  the  Second 
Peace  Conference  have  been  fully  incorporated,  and  the 
texts  of  the  several  treaties  and  declarations  concluded  at 
The  Hague,  on  October  i8,  1907,  are  given  in  full  in  the 
appendix,  with  such  notation  and  comment  as  will  enable 
them  to  be  readily  understood  by  those  interested  in  the 
study  of  international  law. 

The  labors  of  the  Second  Peace  Conference  were  so  fruit- 
ful of  important  results,  and  touched  the  practice  of  inter- 
national law  at  so  many  points,  as  to  make  it  imperative 
to  recast  and  amplify  the  text  of  several  chapters. 
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Due  and  reasonable  consideration  has  also  been  given 
to  the  important  international  acts  and  events  which  have 
taken  place  during  the  interval  or  nearly  a  decade  which 
has  elapsed  since  the  last  revision  was  undertaken.  So 
far  as  it  has  been  practicable  to  do  so,  the  text  of  the 
present  edition  has  been  brought  up  to  date  and  into  har- 
mony with  the  existing  rules  governing  the  relations  of 
sovereign  states  in  both  peace  and  war. 

Washington,  August,  1908. 
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A  new  edition  of  this  work  having  been  called  for  shortly 
after  the  death  of  its  distinguished  author  last  year,  it 
has  fallen  to  the  task  of  the  writer  to  supplement  the 
original  text  and  notes  sufficiently  to  place  the  work 
abreast  of  the  numerous  additions  to  the  literature  of  the 
subject  brought  forth  by  the  events  of  the  past  eight  years. 
A  list  of  cases  cited  has  been  added  after  the  table  of 
contents.  Changes  in  the  text  itself  have  naturally  been 
slight;  it  has,  however,  been  thought  wise  to  rewrite  parts 
of  Chapter  I.  and  Chapter  II.  To  Chapter  VI.  on  Private 
International  Law  there  has  been  added  a  portion  of  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  leading  case  of  Hilton  vs,  Guyot,  as  the  best  existing 
exposition  of  certain  aspects  of  the  subject.  In  Appendix 
H  will  be  found  the  extradition  treaty  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Dominican  Republic,  proclaimed  August 
26,  1910.  Additions  have  also  been  made  to  the  appen- 
dices through  the  incorporation,  by  kind  permission  of 
Prof.  James  Brown  Scott  on  the  part  of  the  Carnegie 
Endowment  for  International  Peace,  of  its  valuable  and 
carefully  prepared  presentation  of  signatures,  ratifications, 
adhesions,  and  reservations  of  the  conventions  and  declara- 
tions of  the  First  and  Second  Hague  Conferences  published 
last  year.  As  Appendix  J  there  is  printed,  by  the  kind 
permission  of  Prof.  Charles  H.  Levermore  on  the  part  of 
the  World  Peace  Foundation  of  Boston,  and  of  Prof.  George 
Grafton  Wilson,  of  Harvard  University,  who  translated  the 
Declaration  of  London  from  the  original  French,  the  valu- 
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able  edition  of  the  Declaration  with  notes  as  given  in  the 
Fotindation's  edition  of  Jtine,  19x5. 

At  page  248  the  text  has  been  modified  to  permit  the 
insertion  of  additional  definitions  of  terms  used  in  diplo- 
macy, and  tmder  the  term  Concordat  a  brief  notice  of  the 
international  aspects  of  the  Papacy  has  been  inserted. 
Appendix  H  has  been  slightly  lengthened  to  permit  brief 
notices,  not  available  for  the  space  allowed  to  the  text, 
on  transfer  to  a  neutral  flag,  merchant  vessels  armed  for 
defense,  aircraft,  and  wireless  telegraphy;  and  there  is 
added  the  English  text  of  the  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  the  states  of  Latin  America  ratified  by 
the  United  States  January  16,  1909,  touching  the  status 
of  naturalized  citizens.  The  List  of  Authorities  originally 
prefixed  to  the  work  has  been  left  intact  in  order  that  it 
may  correspond  with  the  paging  of  the  author's  nimierous 
reference  notes,  but  at  the  conclusion  of  the  author's  list 
has  been  added  a  brief  enumeration  of  some  recent  works. 
Two  former  appendices  have  been  omitted  for  the  reason 
th^t  the  subject  of  which  they  treat — the  law  of  war  op 
land — is  comprised  in  the  Hague  conventions  here  re- 
produced in  full.  It  is  hoped  that  the  voltmie  will  prove 
a  useful  introduction  to  the  study  of  international  law  in 

its  modem  aspects. 

G.  E.  S. 

24  Hendrie  Hall,  Yale  University,  March,  igi6. 
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CHAPTER  I 

THE  NATURE  AND  SOURCES  OP  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 

International  law  is  a  system  formed  of  those  prin- 
ciples and  rules  6t  action  which  are  acknowledged  "by 
civilized  states  as  cdhtfolling  in  their  mutual  relations; 
such  a  system  presupposes  a  group  of  sovereign  commimi- 
ties  with  a  common  legal  consciousness  touching  the  con- 
duct of  their  mutual  affairs:  "It  is  that  law,"  said  Grotius, 
in  his  celebrated  work,  De  Jure  Belli  ei  Pacts,  "which  ob- 
tains between  peoples  and  their  rulers,  springing  from 
nature  itself  or  instituted  by  laws  divine,  or  by  custom 
and  silent  agreement."  In  this  definition  we  find  the 
sources  of  international  law  ascribed,  on  the  one  hand, 
to  the  law  of  nature  or  the  eternal  law  of  right  dealing, 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  to  the  more  positive  elements  desig- 
nated as  custom;  the  definition  marks  Grotius  as  belong- 
ing to  what  may  be  called  the  modem  eclectic  school  of 
thought  touching  international  relations,  the  contrasted 
groups  of  writers  being  those  who  find  their  inspiration 
either  in  a  supposed  law  of  nature — that  is  to  say,  a  highly 
abstract  system  of  rules  derived  from  sources  higher  than 
any  merely  human  institution — or,  again,  those  who  look 
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to  sources  positive,  customary,  or  conventional — that  is, 
to  definitely  admitted  rules  of  action  derived  from  judicial 
decision  of  cases  from  usage,  or  from  the  views  of  writers 
deemed  of  classical  authority,  as  well  as  from  principles 
founded  on  international  adjustments  ranking  as  precedents 
of  a  permanent  character. 

The  Law  Maritime.  An  important  division  of  inter- 
national law  is  the  law  maritime,  a  system  which  from 
earliest  times  has  been  accepted  as  governing  traflfic  and 
warfare  on  the  seas.  To  furnish  a  plan  of  regulation  for 
the  practical  needs  of  water-borne  commerce  alike  in  war 
and  peace,  this  law  has  ever  sought  to  found  itself  on  prin- 
ciples of  justice  and  has  thus  exhibited  at  once  a  breadth 
of  Application  and  a  uniformity  allying  it  with  law  univer- 
sal. The  true  scope  of  this  branch  of  jurisprudence  was 
outlined  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  the  Scotia,  where  a  collision  of  a  British  steamer 
and  an  American  vessel  (the  Berkshire)  in  mid-Atlantic 
rendered  it  necessary  to  determine  the  obligatory  force  of 
British  and  American  sailing  regulations  which  were  also 
shown  to  be  common  to  the  majority  of  states  .  .  .  and 
thus  clothed  with  a  controlling  force  akin  to  the  prescrip- 
tions of  law  tmiversal:  **No  single  nation,"  said  the  court, 
"can  change  the  law  of  the  sea.  That  law  is  of  universal 
obligation,  and  no  statute  of  one  or  two  nations  can  create 
obligations  for  the  world."  * 

The  sources  and  authority  of  maritime  law  also  received 
elaborate  attention  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  as  early 
as  1759  in  the  case  of  Luke  vs,  Lyde  which  arose  during  the 
Seven  Years  War,  and  involved  the  question  of  what 
freight  should  be  allowed  the  master  of  a  British  ship  sail- 
ing from  St.  John,  Newfoimdland,  to  Lisbon,  captured  by 
a  French  cruiser  and  subsequently  recapttu-ed  by  a  British 
privateer  and  brought  into  Biddeford  for  adjudication  on 
the  question  of  salvage.    The  court  held  that  the  master 

»  X4  W^aiace's  Reports,  185, 187, 
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should  be  allowed  his  freight  in  proportion  to  the  length 
of  the  voyage  actually  accomplished  when  captured,  re- 
gard being  had  to  the  estimated  unaccomplished  voyage 
-  from  the  point  of  capttue  into  Lisbon.  One-half  the  ship's 
value  having  been  paid  ad  salvage  on  recapttu^,  Lotd  Mans- 
field, in  decreeing  a  fraction  6i  seventeen-twenty-firsts  of 
one-half  the  agreed  freight  {pro  rata  itineris)  to  the  master 
in  accord  with  principles  drawn  from  the  Rhodian  laws, 
cited  that  ancient  code  and  declared  that  by  the  later 
and  not  less-respected  sea  codes  of  the  Middle  Ages  similar 
principles  were  affirmed  to  be  settled  maritime  custom.* 
A  fragment  of  the  ancient  Rhodian  law  is  preserved  in 
Justinian's  Digest  {De  lege  Rhodia  de  jactu  Dig.  XIV,  11), 
and  a  collection  of  similar  enactments  was  published  by 
Simon  Scardius  at  Basle  in  1561,  and  by  Fabrot  at  Paris 
in  1647  as  a  part  of  his  celebrated  edition  of  the  Basilica 
or  Byzantine  jurisprudence  compiled  in  the  ninth  century. 
Chief  among  later  collections  are  the  **R61es  d'Oleron"  or 
judgments  of  the  Isle  of  Oleron  at  the  mouth  of  the  Cha- 
rente  fronting  the  Bay  of  Biscay;  the  "Table  of  Amalfi,"  of 
which  we  hear,  but  possess  no  definite  witness  of  its  con- 
tent; the  laws  of  Wisbuy  on  the  Island  of  Gothland  in  the 
Baltic;  the  "Jus  Hanseaticum  Maritimum"  composed  by  the 
German  Hansa  at  Lubeck  about  1614;  the  "Guidon  de 
la  Mer,"  of  Breton  origin,  though  unknown  authorship. 
In  1 68 1  there  was  composed  the  great  French  Ordonnance 
de  la  Marine,  a  monument  to  the  reign  of  Louis  XIV.  and 
which  has  furnished  permanent  inspiration  and  material 
to  maritime  law.  Nearly  at  the  same  time  there  appeared 
the  extensive  work  of  Roccus  of  Naples,  and  a  century 
later  that  of  Casaregis  of  Tuscany,  whose  notable  book 
was  contemporary  with  the  conunentary  in  French  of 
Yalin  upon  the  marine  ordinance  of  Louis.  These  sea 
codes  of  an  early  time,  briefly  noticed  by  Parsons  in 
the  first  volume  of  his  standard  work  on  maritime  law, 

«  >  2  Bvirrow's  Reports,  882, 
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have  been  collected  by  Cleirac,  who  published  at  Bordeaux 
in  1647  the  volume  alluded  to  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Luke 
vs.   Lyde,    Us  et  couiumes  de  la  mer.    In    1833    Pierre 
Sebastian  Boulay-Paty  (i 763-1830),  a  judge  of  the  Im- 
perial Court  of  Rennes  in  Brittany  and  professor  of  the 
commercial  code  at  the  Law  Faculty  of  that  city,  pub- 
Ushed  his  celebrated  work  on   maritime  law,   the  first 
voliune  of  which  contains  a  commentary  on  the  ancient 
sea  codes ;  these  were  again  collected  in  a  still  more  elabo- 
rate commentary  by  Jean-Marie  Pardessus  (i 772-1853), 
first  professor  of  commercial  law  at  the  Law  Faculty  of 
Paris  and  a  judge  of  the  Cotirt  of  Appeal  of  France  {Caur 
de  Cassation);  his  work  entitled  Collections  des  lois  maritimes 
anUrieures  au  XVIII.  siicle  {1828-1845)  h^  become  the 
standard  work  on  the  subject.    The  ancient  Rhodian  sea 
law  has  recently  been  edited  in  a  most  able  manner  by 
W.  Ashbximer  (Oxford  University  Press,  1909). 

Again,  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  giving  judg- 
ment in  the  case  of  The  Paquete  Havana  (175  U.  S.  677), 
and  declaring  the  inuntinity  from  capture  of  small  fishing- 
boats  with  no  hostile  aspect  in  their  operations,  took 
occasion  to  illustrate  its  decision  from  the  early  maritime 
authorities  above  noticed,  and  also  reaffirmed  the  doctrine 
laid  down  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  in  the  case  of 
Triquet  vs.  Bath  (upholding  the  diplomatic  immimity  of  the 
Bavarian  embassy's  secretary,^  determined  in  1764)  that 
the  common  law  recognizes  international  law  as  an  ele- 
ment of  its  structure  and  will  enforce  it  judicially  where  its 
bearing  upon  a  litigated  case  is  clearly  shown.  Said  the 
cotu-t,  reviewing  a  series  of  precedents,  including  the  Act 
7  Anne,  ch.  12: 

**What  was  the  rule  of  decision:  the  act  of  parliament 
or  the  law  of  nations?  Lord  Talbot  declared  a  clear 
opinion — 'that  the  /aw  of  nations,  in  its  full  extent,  was 
part  of  the  law  of  England.    That  the  act  of  parliament 

*  3  Burrow's  Reports,  1478). 
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was  declaratory,  and  occasioned  by  a  particular  incident. 
That  the  law  of  nations  was  to  be  collected  from  the  prcLctice 
of  different  nations,  and  the  authority  of  writers.*  Ac- 
cordingly, he  argued  and  determined  from  such  instances, 
and  the  authority  of  Grotius,  Barbeyrac,  Bynkershoek, 
Wiquefort,  etc.,  there  being  no  English  writer  of  eminence 
upon  the  subject. 

"I  was  coimsel  in  this  case,  and  have  a  full  note  of  it. 

"I  remember,  too.  Lord  Hardwicke's  declaring  his  opin- 
ion to  the  same  effect;  and  denying  that  Lord  Chief- 
Justice  Holt  ever  had  any  doubt  as  to  the  law  of  nations 
being  part  of  the  law  of  England,  upon  the  occasion  of 
the  arrest  of  the  Russian  Ambassador." 

Jus  gentium  and  the  modem  law  of  natiotis.  The  term 
jus  gentium  appears  in  the  historical  and  legal  nomencla- 
ture of  ancient  Rome  as  a  system  of  formalities  governing 
conduct  in  war  and  treaty  relations  {jus  belli,  jus  fetiale) ; 
its  more  familiar  signification,  however,  identifies  it  with 
aspects  of  private  jurisprudence  develoi)ed,  in  contrast 
with  the  unyielding  rigidity  of  jus  civile,  from  a  realization 
of  "the  nature  of  things  and  the  general  sense  of  equity 
which  obtains  among  all  men ; . .  .  the  jus  gentium  was  and 
never  had  been  anything  else  but  a  portion  of  positive 
Roman  law  which  commercial  usage  and  other  sources  of 
law,  more  especially  the  praetorian  edict,  had  clothed  in  a 
concrete  form"  (Sohm's  Institutes  of  Roman  Law,  2d 
Oxford  edition,  1901,  page  73).  The  increasing  prevalence 
of  such  principles  among  all  peoples  coming  into  contact 
with  Rome  gradually  led  to  a  conception  of  jus  gentium 
as  cognate  to  the  law  of  nature — the  law  universal. 

Such  identification,  although  more  philosophic  than 
practical,  was  destined  to  exert  a  far-reaching  influence 
upon  the  mediaeval  seeker  for  a  system  clothed  with  au- 
thority superior  to  human  enactment.  So  it  was  that  in 
a  later  age,  as  theological  or  ethical  writers  arose  seeking 
to  develop  rules  of  right  conduct  and  htmiane  action  in 
international  affairs  whether  of  peace  or  war,  appeal  was 


24  THB   BLEMENTS   OP   INTERNATIONAL  LAW 

made  to  this  vanished  aspect  of  Roman  jurisprudence 
supposed  to  possess  the  quality  of  universal  obligation — 
the  jus  gentium  whose  name  at  least  was  preserved  in  the 
Roman  law  collections  familiar  to  mediaeval  scholars. 
Earliest  among  these  were  Spanish  and  Italian  writers  on 
theology  and  morals,  as  well  as  compilers  of  comprehensive 
collections  of  available  knowledge.  The  seventh  century 
finds  Isidore,  Bishop  of  Seville,  laying  down,  in  his  en- 
cyclopedic work  on  etymologies  and  origins,  some  chief 
divisions  of  jus  gentium  as  found  in  Ulpian's  Institutes. 
In  the  middle  of  the  twelfth  century,  Gratian  of  Bologna 
adopts,  in  his  decretals,  kindred  classifications  of  a  law  of 
nations,  together  with  Sijus  militare.  Similarly  St.  Thomas 
of  Aquinas,  in  the  following  century,  Bartolus  and  John 
of  Legnano  (fourteenth  century),  Martinus  of  Pavia  (fif- 
teenth century),  illustrated  the  laws  of  war  and  embassy ; 
nor  does  the  Siete  Partidas,  the  "Code  of  Alphonso  X.  of 
Castile  (1254-1284),  omit  to  carefully  treat  these  subjects. 
In  a  slightly  later  age,  Baltha^^ar  Ayala  (1548-1584)  pro- 
duced a  work  which  is  still  read  on  the  laws  and  duties  of 
war  (De  Jure  et  Officiis  Bellicis),  and  Ferdinand  Vasquez 
(1509-J556)  published  a  diplomatic  treatise:  Illustrium 
Controversiarum  aliorumque  usu  frequentium  Libri  tres. 

In  a  related  field  of  thought  are  parts  of  the  works  of 
three  eminent  professors  of  Salamanca:  Francisco  k  Vic- 
toria, Relectianes  Theologica  (1557);  Domenico  Soto 
(1494-1560,  De  Justitia  et  Jure),  appointed  by  Charles 
V.  to  arbitrate  between  the  grasping  Spanish  colonists 
and  Las  Casas,  who  sought  to  protect  the  Indians  of  the 
New  World;  Francisco  Suarez  (1548-1617),  De  Legibus  ac 
Deo  Legislatore.  Among  Italian  writers  are  to  be  noted 
the  celebrated  Christine,  daughter  of  Thomas  of  Pisa 
(1363-143 1),  who,  upon  becoming  the  widow  of  fitienne 
du  Castel,  found  occupation  and  maintenance  in  the  pro- 
duction of  both  poetry  and  law.  Her  book,  Le  Livre  des 
Faits  d'Armes  et  de  Chevalerie,  was  translated  into  English 
and  published  by  Caxton  in  1489.     Its  text  was  adapted 
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from  the  Rei  Militaris  Instituta  of  Vegetitis  (drc.  a.  d.  380), 
who  had  brought  together  materials  collected  from  Cato 
the  Censor  {De  Discipline  Militari)  and  others.     In  1563 
BelU  published  a  work  on  a  kindred  topic,  De  re  Militari 
et  de  Bella,  thus  preceding  by  but  few  years  Alberico  Gentili 
(1551-1608)  of  Ancona,  who,  as  a  Protestant,  found  refuge 
and  fame  at  Oxford,  where  he  became  professor  of  civil 
law  and  the  retained  coimsel  of  the  Spanish  crown  in 
prize  causes.     In  1583  he  produced  his  fh^t  work  of  note, 
De  Legationibus.    The  German  Brunus  had,  twenty-five 
years  earlier,  written  a  work  with  the  same  title.     In  1589 
Gentili  published  the  book  which  has  given  him  a  lasting 
reputation,  and  which,  as  fximishing  inspiration  and  ma- 
terial to  Grotius  in  the  succeeding  generation,  should  prop- 
erly give  to  its  author  a  just  claim  to  be  considered  the  first 
of  modems  in  the  field  of  international  jurisprudence,  al- 
though both  Vasquez  and  Suarez  distinctly  grasp  the  con- 
ception of  a  law  between  nations  as  the  essential  basis  on 
which  could  be  developed  a  conception  of  freedom  from 
any  ecclesiastical  or  secular  claims  to  world  dominion. 
}us  gentium  here  becomes,   consequently,   a  foundation 
of  that  national  independence  which  came  in  some  measure 
to  a  practical  realization  at  the  Peace  of  Westphalia. 
These  early  writers  or  prectu-sors  of  Grotius  are  all  noticed 
and  commented  upon  in  the  recent  and  comprehensive 
treatise  of  Professor  Nys  of  Brussels  —  Le  Droit  Inter- 
national,  voL  i.  pp.  224  et  seq.    The  Westphalia  treaties 
signed  at  Munster  and  Osnabruck  in  the  autumn  of  1648 
possess  special  significance  as  asserting  the  principle  of  an 
independence  of  the  empire  on  the  part_of  the  ntmierous 
smaller  German  states;  it  marks  a  date,  also,  from  which 
inay  be  reckoned  the  modem  organization  of  diplomatic 
representation.    This  period,  too,  marks  the  rise  of  the 
modem  school,  and  the  study  of  international  relations  now 
finds   expositors   destined   to   rank   as   classics:      Hugo 
Grotius  (1583-1645)  published  in  1625  the  De  Jure  Belli 
W  Pacis^  whieh  within  a  century  following  had  passed 
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into  forty-five  Latin  editions  and  had  been  translated  into 
the  leading  modem  languages;  Zouch  (1590-1660),  suc- 
cessor of  Gentili  in  the  Oxford  professorship  and  judge  of 
the  British  Admiralty  Cotirt,  wrote  a  more  comprehensive 
work  than  had  hitherto  appeared  on  the  subject  with  the 
significant  title,  Juris  et  jvdicii  fecialis  sive  juris  inter 
gentes  et  qucestionum  de  eodum  explicatio;  Wicquefort 
(1598-1682),  historiographer  of  Holland,  produced  his 
classic  treatise,  De  V atnbassadeur  et  de  ses  fonctions.  This 
was  followed  by  three  works  of  the  first  order  from  German 
jurists:  Rachel  (i 628-1 691),  De  Jure  Naturce  et  Gentium 
duce  Dissertationes;  ..  Pufendorf  (163  2-1 694),  De  Jure 
Natures  et  Gentium;  and  Leibnitz  (1646-17 16),  Codex  Juris 
Gentium  Diplomaticus,  Not  merely  did  the  jera  of  the 
Westphalia  treaties  effect  a  modification  of  European 
usage  in  the  aspects  just  noted,  but  it  also  witnessed  the 
strengthening  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  German  Em- 
pire {Reichskammergericht)  as  fximishing  an  interstate 
tribtmal  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  which  at  an  earlier 
age  had  scattered  the  seeds  of  private  warfare  throughout 
the  Empire,  and  there  also  emerged  the  true  conception  of 
a  balance  of  power  (cBquilibrium  jusUb  potestatis)  destined 
to  find  express  recognition  in  the  treaties  signed  at  Utrecht 
in  1 7 13  at  the  close  of  the  war  of  the  Spanish  Succession, 
and  which  thereafter  for  a  century  may  be  said  to  have 
furnished  the  special  inspiration  of  European  diplomacy. 
We  have  here  arrived  at  the  threshold  of  the  modem 
period  in  the  science  of  international  relations  when  the 
freedom  of  the  seas,  mutual  rights  of  ocean  fishery,  the 
relations  of  belligerents  and  neutrals  as  to  contraband  and 
blockade,  the  exemption  of  river  navigation  and  the  navi- 
gation of  marine  straits  or  sounds  from  oppressive  dues, 
have  claimed  the  earnest  attention  of  publicists  and 
formed  the  subjects  of  international  adjustment  through 
treaties  or  the  resolutions  of  international  conferences  such 
as  that  held  at  Vienna,  1814-1815,  The  literature  of  inter- 
fiational  law  was  enriched  with  the  productions  of  Van 
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Bynkershoek  of  Holland  (1673-1743);  Burlamaqiii  of 
Geneva  (1694-1 748) ;  Wolff  of  Breslau  (1679-17 54) ;  Vattel 
(i 714-1767),  the  Swiss  writer  and  diplomat  who  succeeded 
in  bringing  the  substance  of  Wolff's  colossal  work,  which  had 
filled  eight  quarto  volumes,  into  a  single  volume  of  moderate 
size,  thus  producing  a  treatise  destined  to  become  a  favorite 
and  standard  book  throughout  the  world;  Heineccius  of 
Eisenberg  (1681-1741);  Barbeyrac  of  Beziers  (1674- 
1744),  translator  of  Grotius;  De  R6al  of  Sisteron  (1682- 
1752),  author  of  Le  Science  du  Gouvernement;  De  Mably  of 
Grenoble  (1709-1785);  Moser  of  Stuttgart  (1701-1785); 
Hubner  (1724-1795),  Danish  ambassador  to  France,  who 
wrote  De  la  saisie  des  bdtintents  neutres;  De  Rajmeval 
(1736-18 1 2),  long  a  resident  of  Regensburg  as  French 
diplomatic  envoy;  Lampredi  (1761-1836),  an  Italian 
jurist,  author  of  a  treatise  on  *  *  Neutral  Commerce  in  Time 
of  War";  Azuni  (1760-1827),  whose  Principles  of  Mari- 
time Law  were  translated  into  English  by  Johnson  of  New 
York  at  the  opening  of  the  nineteenth  century,  and  at 
once  took  the  highest  rank  in  its  special  field;  William 
Frederic  de  Martens  of  Hamburg,  whose  fame  rests  not 
only  on  his  remarkable  stunmary  of  international  law 
(1789),  but  whose  collection  of  treaties  and  state  docu- 
ments, begun  at  the  same  time  (i 791-1800),  has  been 
oontinued  to  our  day  as  the  standard  publication  in  its  field. 
His  nephew,  Charles  de  Martens,  attained  equal  distinction. 
In  our  own  day  the  late  Prof.  F.  de  Martens  of  St.  Peters- 
burg was  a  leading  authority. 

With  the  advance  of  western  exploration  and  commer- 
cial expansion  in  the  Orient,  as  the  nineteenth  centiuy 
draws  towards  a  close,  there  appear  the  doctrines  of  pene- 
tration through  spheres  of  influence  and  protectorates 
leadii^  to  annexation,  and  which  serve  to  lay  fotmdations 
of  va^  colonial  empires,  while  upon  the  Asiatic  coast  the 
specious  fiction  of  an  international  lease  allows  a  prac- 
tically permanent  appropriation  of  salient  shore  positions. 
The  early  nineteenth  century  also  witnesses  the  devd- 
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opment  of  the  theory  of  international  neutralization,  of 
guarantee,  and  of  intervention,  this  last  being  effected,  on 
occasion,  by  the  use  of  pacific  blockade  as  well  as  of  overt 
hostilities.  While  none  of  these'  lacked  illustration  in 
the  earlier  periods,  the  nineteenth  century  has  witnessed 
their  not  always  successful  employment  on  a  scale  little 
dreamed  of  by  their  originators.  The  doctrine  of  con- 
dominium  has  also  been  a  feature  chiefly  in  northern  Africa 
and  the  Pacific  island  groupls. 

Quite  another  aspect  of  the  world-picture  is  seen  in 
congresses  or  conferences  which  seek  (i)  to  develop  hu- 
mane methods  in  the  care  of  sick  and  wounded  (Red 
Cross,  founded  in  meetings  at  Geneva,  1864,  1868,  1906); 
(2)  to  modify  the  more  barbarous  aspects  of  warfare 
(Declaration  of  St.  Petersburg,  December  11,  1868,  and 
Conference  of  Brussels,  1874) ;  (3)  to  abolish  the  slave-trade 
(West  African  Conference  at  Berlin,  1884-1885,  and  also 
Brussels  Conference,  1890);  (4)  to  promote  a  systematiza- 
tion  of  international  action  touching  either  mere  disputes 
or  the  actual  conduct  of  war  (The  Hague  conferences, 
1899,  1907,  and  the  Conference  of  London,  1908--1909). 

The  subjects  discussed  at  this  last  conference  are 
peculiarly  in  evidence  to-day,  since  it  is  upon  the  sea  that 
national  conflicts  must  frequently  produce  grave  differ- 
ences of  view  touching  belligerent  relations.  Hence  the 
need  of  a  sea  code  rendering  the  interpretation  of  maritime 
law  uniform  throughout  the  circle  of  governments  acknowl- 
edging the  authority  of  a  law  of  nations.  The  London 
Conference  was  charged  with  the  preparation  of  such  a 
code,  which,  under  the  title  of  The  Declaration  of  London^ 
was  signed  by  the  representatives  of  the  ten  participating 
governments  and  still  awaits  formal  ratification.  This 
highly  important  doctmient  (printed  here  as  Appendix  H) 
attempts  to  define  the  principles  governing  blockade, 
contraband,  unneutral  service,  destruction  of  neutral 
prizes,  transfer  from  a  belligerent  to  a  neutral  flag,  the 
character   of  captured   goods   (whether  friendly  or  hos- 
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tile),  convoy,  and  resistance  to  search.  While  the  lead- 
ing doctrines  touching  these  subjects  were  developed  long 
ago  by  the  prize  courts  of  Great  Britain  and  the  United 
States,  as  well  as  the  administrative  prize  tribtinals  of 
the  Continent,  it  was  fotind  necessary  to  reconcile  wide 
divergencies  of  view  if  a  tiniform  international  system 
of  jurisprudence  adapted  to  the  exigencies  of  naval  war- 
far«  was  to  be  produced.  Portions  of  the  ground  to  be 
covered  had  been  treated  in  the  Hague  Convention  of 
1907;  the  war  between  the  United  States  and  Spain  of 
1898,  and  that  between  Russia  and  Japan  of  1904,  illus- 
trated many  a  debatable  feature,  while  the  theories  of 
contraband  and  continuous  voyage  (cf.  infra  p.  466)  had 
been  strongly  developed  in  our  own  Civil  War,  1861-1865. 
Although  the  practical  conditions  attending  naval  warfare 
would  seem  to  be  imdergoing  a  marked  change  at  the 
moment,  it  would  be  rash  to  assume  that  applicable 
principles  are  likely  to  change.  Nor  would  it  be  wise  to 
forecast  as  yet  the  influence  destined  to  be  exerted  upon 
international  law  through  these  altered  conditions.  Neu- 
tiaUty  can  never  hope  to  escape  many  a  sharp  strain  when 
belligerents  are  endeavoring  to  compass  mutual  destruc- 
tion. Whether  problems  arise  through  border  warfare  or 
insurrectionary  struggles,  as  in  the  case  of  Mexico,  or 
whether  a  belligerent  claim  to  appropriate  parts  of  the 
high  seas  as  exclusively  warlike  territory,  closing  them  to 
neutral  traffic,  the  result  must  ever  be  one  of  harm  to  the 
neutral.  The  latter,  however,  will  do  well  to  confront 
any  emergency  with  a  clear  apprehension  of  ftmdamental 
principles:  his  commerce  is  subject  to  stoppage  by  block- 
ade, or  seizure  as  contraband,  and  precisely  what  shall  be 
deemed  contraband  will  be  declared  by  belligerents  and 
enforced  in  their  prize  courts;  the  neutral,  however,  while 
strictly  held  to  avoid  unneutral  service  or  direct  aid  to 
belligerents,  commits  no  wrong  in  carrying  contraband, 
nor  yet  in  arming  his  merchant-ship  for  defence,  nor  yet 
in  attempting  to  eyade  capture  by  flight.     In  any  event, 
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international  law  will  protect  the  lives  of  all  non-com- 
batants afloat  or  ashore,  and  whether  the  merchant-ship 
be  neutral  or  hostile,  whether  it  carry  contraband  or  non- 
contraband  goods,  the  belligerent  has,  indeed,  a  right  to 
enforce  search  of  neutrals  and  a  right  to  capture  belliger- 
ent merchant-ships,  but  none  of  these  may  be  destroyed 
until  human  life  aboard  has  been  placed  in  safety.  To 
consider  these  questions  at  greater  length  would  unduly 
anticipate  the  text  of  the  succeeding  chapters.  Inter- 
national law  and  civilization  have  no  more  serious  task 
before  them  than  to  inculcate  the  sanctity  of  principles  of 
international  action  and  of  international  agreement  or 
treaty,  as  well  as  the  peril  of  a  permitted  avoidance  of 
these  through  supposed  claims  of  necessity. 

The  parties  to  international  law  are  sovereign  states 
whose  organization  and  attitude  toward^  other  states 
justify  their  recognition  as  members  of  the  circle  of  govern- 
ments admitting  the  binding  force  of  international  and 
universal  law.  Should  a  state  fail  to  conform  to  such 
standards,  international  recognition  will  be  withheld,  or, 
if  a  member  of  the  family  of  civilized  nations,  it  declines 
to  be  held  by  principles  generally  declared  valid,  or  re- 
pudiates the  sanctity  of  treaty  obligations,  it  must  be 
classed  with  barbarian  or  pirate  governments,  and 
should  be  denied  the  benefit  of  diplomatic  intercourse. 

Quite  apart,  indeed,  from  direct  influence  in  advancing 
peace  between  nations  or  modifying  the  conduct  of  hos- 
tilities, international  law  increasingly  becomes  an  indis- 
pensable element  in  the  maintenance  of  human  enlighten- 
ment. Its  earliest  beginnings,  as  a  modem  science,  are 
seen  in  the  reflections  and  corivictions  of  writers  moved 
by  a  lofty  Christian  and  ethical  spirit;  if  their  aims  are 
to  be  realized  in  the  world  to-day,  an  increasing  study  of 
the  history  and  methods  of  international  relations  must 
be  held  to  be  no  small  part  of  that  public  duty  owed  by 
every  friend  of  civilization  alike  to*  his  country  and  to 
mankind. 


CHAPTER   II 

STATES    AND    THEIR    ESSENTIAL   ATTRIBUTES:    SOVEREIGN- 

TY,  GOVERNMENT,  TERRITORY 

State:  Nation.  A  state  is  a  society  of  persons  having  a 
permanent  political  organization,  and  exercising  within  a  cer- 
tain territory  the  usual  functions  of  government.* 

The  terms  state  and  nation  are  by  no  means  synonymous. 
The  latter  involves  the  idea  of  a  community  of  race  or  lan- 
guage, the  former  is  applied  to  si  society  of  men  organized 
under  some  form  of  government  and  occupying  a  fixed  terri- 
tory. A  nation  may  furnish  a  contingent  of  population  to 
several  states.  There  is  a  Polish  population  in  Austria,  Russia, 
and  Prussia  ;  a  German  population  in  Prussia  and  Austria ;  on 
the  other  hand,  the  Austrian,  Russian,  and  Ottoman  empires 
include  several  distinct  nationalities.  As  applied  to  societies 
of  men,  the  term  state  represents  an  artificial,  the  term  nation 
a  natural,  division.  In  recent  times' the  tendency  to  reoi^an- 
ize  states  upon  a  national  basis  has  been  very  marked.  The 
movements  within  the  present  century  which  have  resulted 
in  quite  a  large  measure  of  national  unity  in  Germany  and 
Italy  are  illustrations  of  this  tendency." 

Citizens:  Subjects.  The  members  of  this  society,  or  the 
individual  units  whose  association  forms  the  body  politic 
bown  as   the  state,  are  called  its  citizens  or  subjects ;  the 

*  Creasy,    pp.  93-99.   112- 118;  lifnore,§§63-65;  I  Pradier-Fod6r6, 

Wheaton,  fS  '7.  33;  Vattel,  liv.  i.  §§  45-68;  Wildman.  p.  39;  Law. 

chap.  i.  §  I ;  •  Maine,  Int.  Law.  pp.  rence.  §  43 ;  Heffter,  §§  15-18. 

33. S4. 74 :  Hall. %\\^^^  Manning. p.  •  I  Halleck. chap.  iii. §  2 ;  Whca- 


92;  Pomeroy.  }§  47-56;  Woolsey,     ton,  §17;  Pomeroy.  §  47;  Bowen, 
J 36;  KlUber.  §  20;  Bluntschli.  §§     §9;  I  Pradier-Fod6r6.§S  45 
17-27;  I  Dc  Martens,  f  16;  IJPhil-     81 ;  I  Phillimore,  §{  61-^5. 
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former  term  being  used  in  states  having  republican  forms  of 
government :  the  lattet  in  those  in  which  monarchical  institu- 
tions exist.  The  duties  and  privileges  of  citizenship  are  de- 
termined, as  will  presently  be  seen,  in  part  by  municipal,  and 
in  part  by  international  law.'  . 

Government.  The  government  of  a  state  is  the  outward, 
visible  expression  of  its  sovereignty;  it  is  also  the  agency 
by  means  of  which  its  sovereign  powers  are  exercised,  and 
through  which  it  maintains  intercourse  with  other  states  of 
the  civilized  world.  It  speaks  and  acts  through  agents,  called 
public  officers,  whose  powers  are  exercised,  in  behalf  of  the 
community  at  large,  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of 
its  constitution  and  laws.*  Through  one  of  its  departments 
or  offices,  that  of  State,  or  Foreign  Affairs,  its  intercourse 
with  otherstates  is  conducted. 

Kinds  of  Government.  A  constitutional  gatfernment  is  one 
in  which  the  powers  of  sovereignty  are  defined  and  limited  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  a  fundamental  law  called  a 
constitution.  None  of  the  modern  Christian  states  that  ac- 
knowledge the  sanctions  of  international  law  can  be  said  to  be 
absolutely  without  a  constitution  or  fundamental  law  of  some 
sort.  There  may  be  no  substantial  guarantees  of  individual 
right  or  of  personal  freedom ;  Indeed,  such  rights  may  not 
exist,  or  may  be  restricted  within  very  narrow  limits.  It  may 
be  a  formal  written  instrument,  as  in  the  United  States ;  it 
may  be  in  great  part  unwrittett,  as  is  the  case  with  the  British 
constitution  ;  or,  as  in  many  Continental  states  of  Europe,  it 
may  be  embodied  in  the  municipal  law,  from  which  those  prin- 
ciples which  are  of  a  fundamental  character  may  be  deduced 
and  determined.     In  some  form  it  must  exist.     Without  such 

'  Vattel  Hv.  i.  chap.  zix.  $  212;  zziii.  of  the  Revue  de  Droit  Inter* 

Pomeroy,  §  171.    For  a  discussion  national,  pp.  441-474;  vol.  xzi v.  pp. 

of  the  right  of  suffrage  from  the  69-99:  vol.  xxvi.  pp.  51-75,  269-2S8. 

point  of  view  of  municipal  or  con-  *  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap.  1.  fS  2,  3  ; 

stitutional   law,  see  Cooley,  Con-  KlUber,  §§  30,  53 ;  I  De  Martens,  §§ 

stitutional  Law,  pp  259-268 ;  see,  23-28 ;  Hall,  f  2 ;  Heffter,  {  16 ;  I 

also,  the  articles  on  political  suf-  Lorimer,  pp.  203-2 la 
frage,  by  M.  Henri  Pascard,  in  voU 
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a  body  of  fundamental  principles   no   modern  government 
could  be  carried  on.' 

An  absolute  government^  on  the  other  hand»  is  one  in  which 
no  limitations  have  been  imposed  upon  the  sovereign ;  where 
such  limitations  exist,  they  usually  appear  in  some  form  of 
representative  institutions,  the  members  of  which  are  chosen 
by  an  exercise  of  the  right  of  suffrage  on  the  part  of  its  citizens 
or  subjects;  a  government  is  also  said  to  be  absolute  in  form 
when  the  duties,  privileges,  and  immunities  of  citizenship  have 
not  been  made  the  subject  of  formal  constitutional  guarantees.* 

Classification.  Governments  are  also  classified  according 
to  the  source  of  sovereign  power,  or  the  manner  in  which  it  is 
exercised  in  each.* 

A  monarchy  is  a  government  in  which  the  sovereign  powers 
are  concentrated  in  a  single  person.  An  absolute  monarchy 
is  one  in  which  the  concentration  of  sovereign  powers  is  reaL 
A  limited  monarchy  is  one  in  which  the  royal  authority  is  re- 
stricted in  its  exercise,  usually  by  representative  institutions 
of  some  kind.  These  restrictions  may  be  so  extensive  in 
character  as  to  reduce  the  sovereign  to  the  condition  of  an 
hereditary  executive.    This  is  the  case  in  England. 

An  aristocracy  is  a  government  in  which  the  sovereign 
powers  areHeld  to  reside  in  a  class.  If  the  ruling  class  con- 
stitutes a  small  proportion  of  the  population  the  resulting  gov- 
ernment is  called  an  oligarchy* 

A  democracy  \&  a  government  in  which  the  sovereign  powers 
are  lield  to  reside  in  all  the  people,  and  are  exercised  by  them 
directly. 

A  republic^  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  called,  a  democratic  re- 
public^ is  a  government  in  which  the  sovereign  power  resides 
in  the  people,  but  is  exercised  by  representatives  elected  by 
them  for  that  purpose. 


e 

pp.  10-13;  Heffter,  $  16.  d^r6,  \  I2j. 

*  I  De  Martens^ \Zi\\  hodmv^^ 
pp.2ii,2ia* 
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De  Facto  and  De  Jure  Governments.  Governments  are 
again  classified,  according  to  the  opinion  or  belief  of  the  per- 
son using  the  term,  into  governments  de  facto  and  dejure.  A 
de  facta  government  is  one  actually  existing  in  a  state,  and  for 
the  time  possessing  sufficient  strength  to  exercise  sovereign 
powers.  Thus  the  de  facto  government  in  France,  in  1792, 
was  that  carried  on  by  the  National  Convention.  A  de  jure 
government  is  one  which  the  person  using  the  term  believes  to 
be  the  rightful  government  of  the  state ;  and  it  may  or  may  not 
be  in  enjoyment  of  the  power  of  sovereignty.  Thus,  in  1792, 
Austria  regarded  the  government  of  Louis  XVI.  as  the  de  jure 
government  of  France.  From  the  stand-point  of  international 
law  the  term  government  is  usually  applied  to  the  de  facto 
government  of  a  state,  and  such  governments  are  generally 
recognized  in  fact,  if  not  in  name.' 

Sovereign  States 

THE  essential  ATTRIBUTES  OF  SOVEREIGNTY 

Sovereign  States.  The  term  "state"  has  already  been 
defined  as  a  society  of  persons,  organized  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, and  occupying  a  particular  territory.  Within  the  bound- 
aries of  that  territory* the  power  of  the  state  may  be  absolutely 
supreme,  or  it  may  be  dependent  upon,  or  exercised  in  sub- 
ordination to,  that  of  some  other  state;  in  both  cases  the 
body  politic  is  a  '* state"  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  law  of 
nations,  but  it  is  only  in  the  former  case,  however,  that  it  is 
regarded  as  a  sovereign  state.  A  sovereign  state  may  there- 
fore be  defined  as  one  which  retains  and  exercises  in  their 
entirety  its  essential  attributes  of  sovereignty,  which  has  part- 
ed with  none  of  them,  but  retains  them  all  unimpaired.*    In 

*  Creasy,  |§  103-111;  I  Halleck,  ber,  §  21;  Bluntschli,  $  64;  I  De 
chap.  iii.  §  21 ;  Wildman.  p.  57.  See  Martens,  §  23  ;  Bowen»  Int.  Law.  § 
also  the  title,  p.  42,  "  Recognition  9 ;  Wheaton,  part  i.  chap.  i.  §  20 ; 
of  Sovereignty."  Vattel,   liv.  i.  chap.   i.  §  4 ,   Gro- 

*  I  Halleck,  chap.  iii.  §  i ;  KIU-  tius,  book  i.  chap.  iii.  §  7 ;  Heifter, 
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this  sense  Russia,  England,  France,  China,  Japan,  and  the 
United  States  are  sovereign  states. 

The  Essential  Attributes  of  a  Sovereign  State.  From 
the  point  of  view  of  international  law,  the  attributes  which  are 
essential  to  the  conception  of  a  sovereign  state  are  three  in 
number — sovereignty,  independence,  and  equality. ' 

Sovereignty.  The  sovereignty  of  a  state  is  its  inherent 
right  to  assume  and  exercise  jurisdiction  over  all  questions 
arising  within  its  boundaries,  and  to  control  and  regulate  the 
actions  and  legal  relations  of  all  persons  within  its  territorial 
limits.'  This  jurisdiction — in  all  cases  not  covered  by  the 
principle  or  fiction  of  exterritoriality,  presently  to  be  explained 
— extends  not  only  to  those  who  occupy  the  status  of  citizens 
or  subjects,  but  includes  all  persons  whatsoever,  whether  aliens 
or  domiciled  strangers,  who,  by  coming  into  the  territories  of 
the  state  are  presumed  to  have  submitted  themselves  to  the 
operation  of  its  laws  during  the  period  of  their  residence  or 
sojourn.* 

own  form  of  government;  to  ex- 
ercise plenary  civil  and  criminal 
jurisdiction  over  its  own  subjects ; 
to  alienate  or(subjectto  the  claims 
of  other  states)  to  acquire  terri- 
tory; to  make,  with  other  states, 
a  fair  competitive  claim  to  the  use 
of  common  things,  such  as  the 
ocean  and  unoccupied  territory; 
and  to  uphold,  by  every  means  in 
its  power,  the  integrity  of  its  ex- 
istence both  against  external  and 
internal  enemies.  It  is  obvious 
that  the  sovereignty  here  described 
can  only  be  fully  exercised  by  any 
one  state  with  the  practical  concur- 
rence and  co-operation  of  every 
other  state.  Thus  the  positive  en- 
joyment and  exercise  of  sovereign- 
ty implies,  as  its  negative  and  es- 
sential correlative,  independence; 
that  is.  exemption  from  every  spe- 
cies of  interference  on  the  part  of 
other  states.  Manning,  Law  of  Na- 
tions (Amosed.),  pp.  92, 93. 


15-25;  Pomeroy,|5i  ;  Manning, 
p.  93 ;  Westlake,  chap.  vii. ;  I  Fer- 

rison.  §  24;  Gallaudet,  p.  62 ;  Hall, 
i;  I  Pradier-Fod6r6.  §§  i29-n6; 
Wildman,  pp.  38,39;  Ortolan,  liv. 
i.  pp.  10.  II,  46-48. 
^  Heffter.  §§  18.26;   Bluntschli, 


{§  64-68;  Kltiber,  §  21 ;  Woolsey, 
S  37 ;  Manning,  pp.  92,  93 ;  I  Hal- 
leck,  chap.  iii.  §|  1-9 ;  Creasy,  pp.  6, 
95.99;  romeroy.  §51. 

'In  modem  text-books  the  most 
signal  and  decisive  attributes  of  a 
state  are  usually  said  to  be  **  sover- 
eignty "  and  "  independence."  A 
formal  distinction  is  not  commonly 
made  between  the  import  of  these 
terms,  though,  from  the  way  in 
which  they  are  severally  used,  it 
would  seem  that  the  notion  that 
anderlies  them  is  one  of  which  sov- 
ereignty represents  the  positive, 
and  independence  the  negative 
side.  The  sovereignty  of  a  state 
is  its  iiiherent  capacity  it  enjoys  to 
select,  to  maintain,  or  to  change  its 


36 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


Independence.  The  conception  of  independence  is  in- 
cluded in  that  of  sovereignty,  of  which,  indeed,  it  is  the  neg- 
ative view.  It  involves  an  immunity  from  all  interference 
from  without  in  the  purely  internal  afTairs  of  a  state,  and  im- 
plies a  corresponding  obligation  to  abstain  from  similar  inter- 
ference in  the  internal  afTairs  of  other  states.' 

Equality.  It  has  been  seen  that  a  state  possesses  a  certain 
number  of  sovereign  rights  and  powers.-  These  rights  are  pos- 
sessed in  precisely  the  same  number  and  to  the  same  degree 
by  every  sovereign  state.  This  is  called  the  equality  of  states. 
It  is  not  to  be  inferred  from  this  definition  that  all  states  are 
equal  in  dignity,  importance,  or  power.  It  is  only  asserted 
that  each  state  possesses  the  same  number  of  sovereign  rights 
and  powers,  and  each  to  the  same  degree  that  they  are  pos- 
sessed by  every  other  state.*  For  example:  England  and 
Portugal  have  the  same  right  to  borrow  money,  to  send  am- 
bassadors, and  to  make  treaties  of  alliance.  But  whether  one 
can  borrow  money  at  a  lower  rate  of  interest  than  the  other, 
whether  the  ambassadors  of  both  powers  at  Berlin  have  the 
same  influence,  and  whether  an  alliance  with  one  will  be  as  ad- 
vantageous as  with  the  other,  are  questions  that  depend  upon 
the  financial  resources,  political  influence,  and  military  power 
of  each  state,  all  of  which  are  very  unequal. 


>  Creasy,  §5  95-991  Pomeroy,  § 
51;  Manning,  pp.  93-100;  West- 
lake,  chap.  vii. ;  I  Lorimer,  pp.  139- 
154;  I  Twiss,  §§  106, 107;  I  Fergu- 
son, §  28 ;  I  Halleck,  chap.  iv.  §  i ; 
Wheaton,part  ii.chap.i.  §  72;  Klti- 
ber,  §1  22.  45-50 ;  Bluntschh'.  §§  64 
-67;  I  De  Martens,  §  116;  Vattel. 

grelim.  chap.  §  1 5  ;  Hall.  §$8-10;  I 
^hillimore,  §  US  J  Creasy.  S§  95- 
99;  I  Pradier-Foder6,  §§  287-295; 
Wildman,  pp.  38,  39;  Ortolan,  liv. 
i.  p«  $1 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  J  70. 


•  I  Halleck,  chap.  v.  §§  i ,  2 ;  Vattel, 
prelim,  chap.  §  18;  Wheaton,  part 
li.chap.  iii.  §§  1 52-160;  Heffter,  §§  27, 
53:  K]Uber,$  89;  Bluntschli,  §§  81- 
94;  I.De  Martens,!  125;  Creasy, 
|§  1 19-129;  Pomeroy.  §51;  Man- 
ning, pp.  100-102 ;  Westlake,  chap, 
vit. ;  I  Ferguson,  §  29 ;  Gallaudet.  p. 
102 ;  I  PhilIimore,§  147  ;  I  Pradier- 
Foder6,  §§  442-461 ;  Ortolan,  liv.  i. 
pp.  51,  5a. 
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Dependent  States:  Confederations 

Dependent  States.  A  sovereign  state  has  already  been 
described ;  a  dependent  or  semi-sovereign  state  is  one  which 
has  lost  or  surrendered  some  of  its  essential  attributes  of 
sovereignty,  or  which  was  not  endowed  with  perfect  sov- 
ereign rights  when  it  was  constituted  a  state.  The  Ionian 
Islands,  placed  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris  under  the  protection 
of  Great  Britain,  are  cited  by  Klfiber  as  a  perfect  example 
of  a  semi-sovereign  state.'  In  this  sense  the  Samoan  Islands, 
the  Congo  Free  State,  Egypt,  and  Bulgaria  are  dependent 
states.  ^. 

Confederations.  A  confederation  is  an  artificial  state,  re- 
sulting from  the  more  or  less  complete  union  of  two  or  more 
statest  This  involves  the  temporary  or  permanent  surrender 
of  some  sovereign  rights  on  the  part  of  each  of  the  confeder- 
ated states  which  pass  to,  and  are  vested  in,  the  artificial 
state  created  by  the  treaty  of  union,  or  constitution  of 
the  confederacy*  The  number  and  importance  of  the 
sovereign  rights  surrendered  by  the  component  states  will 
determine  the  character  and  strength  of  the  confederacy. 
If  the  powers  surrendered  be  few  and  non-essential,  Vhe 
confederacy  is  said  to  be  weak;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
powers  so  surrendered  be  numerous  and  important,  the  le- 
sulting  confederation  is  said  to  be  strong — the  strength  or 
weakness  of  the  union  being  determined,  in  every  case,  by  the 
number  and  importance  of  the  rights  vested  in  the  confeder- 
ate government  by  the  treaty  or  compact  which  created  it. 
The  United  States  under  the  Articles  of  Confederation,  the 
Holy  Roman  Empire,  the  ZoUverein,  and  the  German  Con- 
federation, as  reorganized  in  181 5,  are  examples  of  loose  con- 
federations. The  present  German  Empire  is  a  stronger  con- 
federation.    The  Swiss  Confederation,  the  union  of  England 

« 

*  I  Phillimore.  p.  100;  Kliiber,§§24  Hi.  §  7 ;  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap.  i.  §§  7- 

-26.  33 ;  Bluntschli.  }$  76-80 ;  I  De  11 ;  Wheaton,  part  i.  chap.  ii.  §§  34- 

Martens.  §§  20-23 ;  I  Halleck,  chap.  39;  I  Phillimore,  §§  70-99;   Law- 

"'•t§  3-9*  17:  Grotius,  book  i.chap  rence,  §  49;  Westlake,  pp.  86>ioi. 
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and  Scotland,  the  United  States  under  the  present  Constitu/ 
tion,  are  examples  of  close  political  union.* 

Rule  for  Determining  the  Strength  of  a  Confederation 
or  Union.  Between  these  extremes  there  may  exist  many 
kinds  of  confederacies.  To  determine  the  political  strength 
of  any  particular  confederation  its  constitution  must  be  exam- 
ined, and  an  accurate  account  taken  of  the  powers  surrendered 
and  retained  by  each  component  state.  If  the  power  of  making 
political  treaties,  of  sending  and  receiving  ambassadors,  and  of 
making  war  and  concluding  treaties  of  peace  are  vested  in  the 
central  government,  the  confederacy  is  said  to  be  strong..  If 
a  considerable  number  of  these  powers  are  retained  by  the 
component  states  the  confederatiort  is  said  to  be  weak.* 

^Protectorates.  The  term  "  protectorate  "  is  applied  to  the 
relation  established  between  a  stronger  and  a  weaker  state,  by 
which  the  weaker  is  protected  from  foreign  aggression  and  in- 
terference, but  suffers  in  consequence  some  diminution  of  its 
rights  of  sovereignty  and  independence.  This  relation  is 
established  by  treaty,  by  the  terms  of  which  the  extent  and 
character  of  the  protectorate  are  determined.  In  most  pro- 
tectorates the  foreign  relations  of  the  protected  state,  includ- 
ing the  power  to  engage  in  war,  are  in  great  part  regulated 
by  the  protector.  In  so  far  as  other  nations  are  concerned, 
however,  the  relations  of  the  interested  states  forming  the  pro- 
tectorate are  regarded  as  strictly  internal  in  character ;  "  the 
two  constitute  a  single  system,  possessing  and  exercising  all 
the  powers  which  belong  to  civilized  government,  and  not  sub- 
ject to  the  interference  of  any  third  state  as  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  those  powers,"*  which  is  regulated  by  the  interested 
states  to  the  exclusion  of  all  others. 


'  Wheaton,  part  i.  chap.  ii.  §§  39-  Pomeroy.  5  62  :  Dana's  Whcaton, 

59;  I  Halleck.  chap.  iii.  §|  10-17;  §§44-59;  I  Lorimer.  pp.  182-215. 

KlUber,  §§  27.  28 ;  Bluntschli,  §§  70-  'Westlake,  p.  178;  Ibid.  87-89; 

73;   I   De  Martens,  §§  20.  29;  I  Lawrence.  §§  102-104;    I  Dc  Mar- 

Phillimore,  §§  100-123 ;  Creasy,  §§  tens,  §  16 ;  Hall,  §  38,  p.  127 ;  I  Or- 

140-146;  Ortolan,  Uv.  i.  pp.  13-38;  tolan,  pp,  38-45;   I  Halleck,  chap. 

Lawrence,  §§  45-51.  iii.  §  9 ;  HcfFter,  §  22,  par.  iv. 

*  Lawrence,  §  45  ;  Woobey,  §  108; 
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While  the  status  of  a  protectorate  implies  differing 
degrees  of  participation  in  the  administration  of  the  pro- 
tected government,  there  are  yet  varying  degrees  of  sub- 
jection not  necessarily  accompanied  by  an  active  man- 
agement of  the  subject  government's  affairs.^  Hence  we 
have  the  protected  state,  as  in  Cuba,  whose  relation  to  the 
United  States  is  very  precisely  defined  by  treaty  leaving 
Cuban  administration  practically  independent,  and  we 
have,  again,  the  protectorate  of  Tunis  and  that  of  Morocco, 
in  which  the  French  government  is  the  actual  adminis- 
trator. In  the  case  of  the  tiny  repubUc  of  San  Marino, 
lying  a  few  miles  to  the  westward  of  Rimini  in  northeastern 
Italy,  there  is  seen  to  be  a  very  complete  relation  of  pro- 
tection on  the  part  of  Italy,  San  Marino,  however,  remain- 
ing locally  autonomous.  Or,  still  again,  there  may  be 
participation  on  the  part  of  the  protecting  power  for 
certain  carefully  specified  purposes  and  no  others,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  relations  established  by  the  United  States 
with  the  Dominican  Republic,  although  here  we  have  a 
condition  which  .ever  tends  to  merge  into  that  of  an  ad^al 
protectorate.  In  the  case  of  Cuba  it  became  desiraole 
to  not  merely  define  its  relations  to  the  United  States  by 
treaty,  but  furthermore  to  incorporate  the  agreements  in 
the  new  Cuban  constitution  of  February  21,  1901,  which 
was  accordingly  done;  the  treaty  was  concluded  with  the 
United  States  May  22,  1903,  and  ratifications  were  ex- 
changed July  I,  1904,  the  articles  of  which  are  as  follows: 

Article  I 

The  Government  of  Cuba  shall  never  enter  into  any  treaty  or  other 
compact  with  any  f ordgn  power  or  powers  which  shall  impair  or  tend 
to  impair  the  independence  of  Cuba,  nor  in  any  manner  authorize  or 
permit  any  foreign  power  or  powers  to  obtain  by  colonization  or  for 
tmlitary  or  naval  purposes,  or  otherwisei  lodgment  in  or  control  over 
any  portion  of  said  island. 

Article  II 

The  Government  of  Cuba  shall  not  asstmie  or  contract  any  public 
debt  to  pay  the  interest  upon  which,  and  to  make  reasonable  sinking- 
fund  provision  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  which,  the  ordinary  revenues 
of  the  Island  of  Cuba,  after  defraying  the  current  expenses  of  the  Gov- 
ernment, shall  be  inadequate. 
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Article  III 

The  Government  of  Cuba  consents  that  the  United  States  may  exer- 
cise the  right  to  intervene  for  the  preservation  of  Cuban  independence, 
the  maintenance  of  a  government  adequate  for  the  protection  of  life, 
property,  and  individual'  liberty,  and  for  discharging  the  obligations 
with  respect  to  Cuba  imposed  by  the  Treaty  of  Paris  on  the  Unit^ 
States,  now  to  be  assumed  and  undertaken  by  the  Government  of 
Cuba. 

Article  IV 

All  acts  of  the  United  States  in  Cuba  during  its  military  occupancy 
thereof  are  ratified  and  validated,  and  all  lawful  rights  acquired  there- 
tmder  shall  be  nfiaintained  and  protected. 

Article  V 

The  Government  of  Cuba  will  execute,  and,  as  far  as  necessary, 
extend  the  plans  already  devised,  or  other  plans,  to  be  mutually  agreed 
upon,  for  the  sanitation  of  the  cities  of  the  island,  to  the  end  that  a 
recurrence  of  epidemic  and  infectious  diseases  may  be  prevented,  thereby 
assuring  protection  to  the  people  and  conmierce  of  Cuba,  as  well  as 
to  the  conmierce  of  the  Southern  ports  of  the  United  States  and  the 
people  residing  therein. 

Article  VII 

To  enable  the  United  States  to  maintain  the  independence  of  Cuba, 
and  to  protect  the  people  thereof,  as  well  as  for  its  own  defence,  the 
Government  of  Cuba  will  sell  or  lease  to  the  United  States  lands  neces- 
sary for  coaling  or  naval  stations,  at  certain  specified  points,  to  be 
agreed  upon  with  the  President  of  the  United  States. 

Classification  of  Sovereign  Powers.  The  right  of  sov- 
ereignty is  inherent  in  the  artificial  body  politic  which  we 
call  the  state.  It  is  exercised,  like  other  sovereign  powers, 
through  the  government  of  the  state,  and  the  various  rights 
of  jurisdiction  are  usually  classified  and  distributed  among 
the  different  departments  of  government.  The  jurisdic- 
tional powers  of  a  state  are  usually  divided  into: 

(a.)  The  Legislative  Department.  In  this  department  is 
vested  the  power  to  make,  alter,  and  repeal  laws.  In  states 
which  recognize  the  people  as  the  ultimate  source  of  sover- 
eignty, this  department  stands  first  in  power  and  imix>r- 
tance. .  It  expresses,  more  directly  than  any  other,  the 
sovereign  will  uix)n  any  question  coming  within  its  juris- 
diction. It  determines  the  ix)licy  of  the  state  upon  all 
matters  internal  and  external,  and  can  change  that  policy 
at  will.    At  th^  Qther  extrenaQ  lie  ^tatos  in  which  the  sover- 
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eign  authority  is  held  to  reside  in  the  person  of  a  single 
ruler  or  sovereign. 

(b.)  The  Executive  Department.  In  this  department  is 
vested  the  power  to  execute  the  laws  and  to  represent  the 
state  in  its  intercourse  with  foreign  powers.. 

{c.)  The  Judicial  Department.  In  this  department  is  vested 
the  power  to  apply  the  laws  in  the  decision  of  cases  arising 
under  them.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  a  state  is  fur- 
ther classified  into  civil  and  criminaL^  The  former  extends 
to  the  decision  of  all  suits  or  controversies  in  law  or  equity, 
arising  between  individuals  out  of  contracts,  claims,  and  ser- 
vices, as  well  as  from  torts  and  injuries.  The  latter  includes 
the  power  to  try  and  punish  all  offences  against  the  state  or 
its  sovereign  representative,  or  against  society  or  the  individ- 
uals who  compose  it.     » 

Exclusive  Jurisdiction,  where  Exercised.  This  right  of 
jurisdiction  is  exclusive  in  all  cases  arising  within  the  territorial 
limits  of  a  state,  or  upon  its  public  or  private  vessels  on  the 
high  seas.  It  is  of  the  most  comprehensive  character,  and, 
within  the  territorial  limits  as  above  described,  no  offence  can 
be  committed,  no  act  be  done,  no  occasion  arise  for  govern- 
mental interference  of  any  kind  that  will  not  fall  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  some  branch  or  department  of  the  government 
of  the  state,  or  over  which  that  jurisdiction  will  not  be  final 
and  exclusive.' 

Acquisition  and  Loss  of  Sovereignty.  Of  the  states  now 
acknowledged  as  sovereign,  in  the  civilized  world,  some  were 
in  existence  when  international  law  began  to  assume  impor- 
tance as  a  separate  science ;  others  have  since  been  added  to 
the  family  of  states.  A  new  state  may  come  into  being  in  one 
of  two  ways. 


'  The  jurisdiction  of  the  nation 
within  its  own  territory  is  necessa- 
rily exclusive  and  absolute.  It  is 
susceptible  of  no  limitation  not  im- 
posed by  itself.  Any  restriction 
upon  it»  deriving  validity  from  an 
external  source,  would  imply  a  dim- 


inution of  its  sovereignty  to  the 
extent  of  the  restriction,  and  an  in- 
vestment of  that  sovereignty  to  the 
same  extent  in  that  power  which 
could  impose  such  restriction. — 
^c)[iootitx  Exchange  vs.  McFadden, 
7  Cranch,  116  [136]. 
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(a.)  By  separation  from  an  existing  state  or  states ;  and  this 
may  be  brought  about:  (i)  By  peaceful  methods,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  parent  state,  or  with  the  mutual  consent  of  the  states 
from  which  the  new  state  derives  its  territory  and  population ; 
(2)  By  violent  or  hostile  means,  as  by  revolution  or  conquest, 

{i.)  By  the  combination  of  two  or  more  states  into  a  per- 
manent union,  the  component  states  abandoning  their  identity 
completely,  or  surrendering  permanently  most  of  their  sov- 
ereign powers.* 

A  state  may  lose  a  part  or  the  whole  of  its  sovereign  char- 
acter. It  may  lose  its  identity  completely,  by  absorption  in 
another  state ;  by  peaceful  methods  of  confederation  or  union, 
or  by  the  hostile  methods  of  conquest  or  subjugation.  Sov- 
ereign rights  and  obligations,  however,  can  never  be  destroyed. 
If  they  cease  to  be  exercised  by  one  state  they  pass  with  the 
population  and  territory  into  the  corporate  existence  of  an- 
other, which  assumes  them,  and,  while  enjoying  the  rights, 
must  recognize  and  be  bound  by  the  obligations.* 

Recognition  of  Sovereignty.  When  a  new  state  comes 
into  being,  in  accordance  with  any  one  of  the  methods  above 
indicated,  it  becomes  an  acknowledged  member  of^he  family 
of  nations  as  a  consequence  of  its  independence  being  recog- 
nized by  states  already  in  existence.  The  question  of  acciird- 
ing  such  recognition — both  as  to  time  and  method — is  a  niat- 
ter  which  each  state  decides  for  itself;  in  some  cases  J  t^  is 
promptly  accorded,  in  others  it  is  delayed^.either  indefinitely, 
or  until  certain  conditions  have  been  fulfilled.  Sooner  or  later, 
however,  the* independence  of  a  state,  being  a  question  of  fact, 
its  separate  and  independent  existence  must  be  recognized,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  by  the  states  of  the  civilized  world.'  • 

'  I  Halleck.  chap.  iii.  §  18 ;  Whea- 
ton,  part  i.  chap.  ii.  §  21 ;  Hall,  § 
26;  I  Phillimore,  §  62 ;  Creasy.  S§ 
147-153;  I  Pradier-Fod^r^,  §  128; 
Ortolan,  liv.  i.  p.  11 ;  Revue  dc 
Droit  International,  vol.  xx.  p. 
303;  KlUber,  f  23;   Lawrence,   |S 

•  I  Halleck,  chap.  iii.  1 23;  Whea- 


ton,  (>art  i.  chap.  ii.  §§  22-27; 
Grotius,  book  ii.  chap.  ix.  {  6;  I 
Phillimore,  $S  124,  125;  Creasy,  §§ 
151,152;  I  Pradicr-Fodfr6.  §1 146- 
148;  Ortolan,  liv.  i.pp.  11,12. 

'  I  Halleck,  chap.  iii.  §  22 ;  Hall, 
§  26 ;  Wheaton,  part  i.  chap.  ii.  f§ 
26, 27;  Creasy,  §§  637-643;  I  Lorimer, 
book  ii.  pp.  93-152;    I   Ferguson, 
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Right  of  a  State  to  Change  its  Constitution  and  Form  of 
Government.  As  an  incident  of  its  sovereignty  and  inde- 
pendence, a  state  has  a  perfect  right  to  make  such  changes  in 
its  constitution,  government,  and  laws  as  it  may  deem  ex- 
pedient or  desirable ;  and  these  changes  may  be  so  radical  in 
character  as  to  effect  a  complete  change  in  its  form  of  gov- 
ernment. The  position  of  such  a  state  in  international  law  is 
in  no  way  affected  by  such  changes,  so  long  as  they  are  strict- 
ly internal  in  character.  The  new  government  succeeds  to  the 
powers  and  privileges,  and  becomes  responsible  for  the  obli- 
gations, of  the  government  which  has  been  displaced ;  none 
of  which  are  abrogated,  or  in  any  way  impaired  in  consequence 
of  such  purely  internal  changes*  This  follows  from  the  prin- 
ciple that  a  state  is  a  continuing  body,  capable  of  acquiring 
and  enjoying  rights,  of  exercising  sovereign  powers,  of  incur- 
ring obligations,  and  of  performing  duties.  Of  this  body  politic 
the  government  is  the  agent  or  representative,  and  a  change  of 
government  is,  therefore,  but  a  change  in  the  character  of  this 
agency ;  it  gives  the  state  no  new  powers  or  rights,  and  it  ab- 
solves it  from  none  of  its  duties  or  obligations.  These  ever 
remain  unchanged.' 


chap.  v.  S  24 ;  I  Pradier-Fod^r6,  §§ 
136-145.  TheUnited  States  observe 
as  their  rule  of  public  law  to  recog- 
nize govemtnents  de  facto  and  also 
governing  persons  ^/l?/4;l^/<?,  without 
scrutiny  of  the  question  of  legiti- 
macy of  origin  or  succession.---VlI 
Opinions  of  Attorney-General,  582. 
when  a  question  arises  with  refer- 
ence to  the  existence  or  validity  of 
an  organization  claiming  to  be  the 
lawful  government  of  a  foreign 
country,  the  courts  are  bound  by 
the  decision  of  the  executive  power; 
Mich  a  question  is  political  and  not 
]  .li'Mial.  The  steamer  Nor  tut  hav- 
inj^  been  seized  upon  a  charge  of 
•  illation  of  neutrality,  a  person 
cM'ming  to  he  the  agent  of  the 
'  republic  of  Cuba"  having  applied 


to  intervene :  Held,  that  the  ques- 
tion being  a  political  one,  and  the 
republic  of  Cuba  not  having  been 
publicly  recognized,  such  claim 
could  not  be  allowed. — The  Hornet, 
2  Abbott,  35.  See  also  I  Dig.  Int. 
L#aw  C  70 

1  klUber,  §§  51,  52;  Bluntschli, 
§§  39-45 ;  I  L)e  Martens,  §§  74-78  ; 
I  Halleck,  chap.  iii.  §§  19-28 ;  chap, 
iv.  §  2 ;  Wheaton,  part  ii.  chap.  i. 
§  72 ;  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap.  iii.  §§  31- 
35 ;  Grotius,  book  ii.  chap.  ix.  §  8 ; 

1  Kent,  Com.,  pp.  25,  26;  Hall,  § 

2  :  Creasy^  |§  104-1 53 ;  Pomeroy, 


§§  67-75 1  I  Lorimer,  book  ii.  chap, 
xii. ;  I  Phillimore,  §{  I26>i37,  148, 
149;  I  Pradier-Foder6.  §§  149-163; 
Wildman,  p.  68  \  II  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
§S  1 37.  236,  248. 
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Territory:  Boundaries 

Territory.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  a  state  must  ex- 
ercise its  sovereign  powers  within  certain  fixed  and  defined 
territorial  limits;  within  those  limits,  as  a  consequence  of  its 
sovereignty  and  independence,  its  authority  and  jurisdiction 
are  supreme,  not  only  over  all  questions  that  can  arise  de- 
manding governmental  interference,  but  as  to  the  acts  of  all 
persons  whether  citizens  or  aliens.  Beyond  its  territorial  limits, 
however,  such  jurisdiction  ceases  and  that  of  another  sovereign 
state  comes  into  operation  and  becomes  paramount.  It  is  thus 
seen  that  sovereignty  and  territory  are  conterminous,  and  that 
the  only  possible  line  of  demarcation  that  can  effectually  sepa- 
rate sovereign  states  is  a  territorial  boundary.  Where  the 
sovereignty  of  one  state  begins  that  of  another  ends.*  The 
territory  of  a  state  may  therefore  be  defined  as  that  portion  of 
the  earth's  surface  which  is  included  within  its  boundaries, 
over  which  it  exercises  jurisdiction,  and  within  which  that 
jurisdiction  is  supreme. 

Boundaries.  The  boundaries  of  st  state  may  be  natural, 
consisting  of  oceans,  seas,  gulfs,  lakeS)  or  bays;  or  they  may 
be  artificial,  consisting  of  parallels  of  latitude,  or  meridians  of 
longitude,  or  imaginary  lines  described  in  treaties  by  their 
direction  and  length  between  terminal  points.  They  are  usu- 
ally established  by  accurate  surveys  and  marked  in  position 
by  permanent  monuments^' 

What  Constitutes  the  Territory  of  a  State.  All  the  land 
and  all  bodies  of  water,  all  inland  seas,  gulfs,  lakes,  rivers,  and 
bays  lying  entirely  within  the  external  boundaries  of  the  state, 

*  Walker,  Manual,  8;  Lawrence,  not  enter  upi')n  the  territories  of 

Int.  Law,  §8  90-91  ;  Kltiber,  §128:  another  (*r  claim  any  right  what- 

VValker,  Science  of  Int.  Law,  p.  43.  ever   therein.      The  Chiriqui    Im- 

The    United    States    Government  provemem  Omipany,  IX  Opinions 

cannot  purchase  a  grant  of   land  of  Attorney-Ueneral,  p.  286,  Black 

in,  or  concession  of  a  right  of  way  (i8v)\ 

over,  the  territories  of  another  na-         ''  HefT^'-r.  $  66:  1  De  Martens.  §§ 

tion  as  could  an  individual  or  pri-  38,  30.  72;    Klii^er,  M33  I  Hail,  § 

vate  corporation,  since,  by  the  law  38;  I  Di^'   Int.  Law,  J  22. 
of  nations,  one  government  can- 
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are  portions  of  its  territory,  and,  as  such,  subject  to  its  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction.''  All  littoral  islands  belong  to  the  state  to 
which  they  are  adjacent ;  all  gulfs  and  bays,  river  mouths  and 
estuaries  included,  or  almost  included,  by  the  land,  are  also  re- 
garded as  a  part  of  the  territory  of  a  state.  ^  If  the  headlands 
be  remote,  the  rule  of  possession  is  not  yet  fully  determined, 
for  the  reason  that  no  international  understanding  has  as  yet 
been  reached  as  to  the  distance  between  headlands  which  shall 
determine  ownership  and  jurisdiction  in  all  cases.  As  claims  are 
advanced  to  jurisdiction  over  particular  bodies  of  water,  they  are 
usually  adjusted  by  the  states  locally  interested,  and  their  de- 
cision, if  just  and  equitable,  is  acquiesced  in  by  other  nations.' 
In  some  instances  the  changes  are  so  numerous  and  impor- 
tant as  to  have  made  it  necessary  for  the  interested  states  to 
make  provision  for  the  constant  observation  and  supervision 
of  boundary  rivers  by  means  of  permanent  commissions.  This 
is  the  case  in  respect  to  the  Rio  Grande,  which  forms  a  por- 
tion of  the  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  Mexico.' 


'  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  {  91 ;  Heflf- 
ter.  S  65 :  Kliiber,  $  129 ;  i  De  Mar- 
tens, J  72 ;  I  Halleck,  pp.  134-14S ; 
Revue  de  Droit  International,  vol. 
Mvi.  pp.  209-214 ;  Hall.  §§  30-33- 

*  The  treaty  of  November  1 2. 1 884, 
between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico,  declares  that  the  boun- 
dary line  of  the  Rio  Grande  shall 
"follow  the  centre  of  the  normal 
channel,  notwithstanding^  any  al- 
terations in  the  banks  or  course  of 
the  river,  provided  that  such  alter- 
ations be  effected  by  natural  causes, 
through  the  slow  and  gradual  ero- 
sion and  deposit  of  alluvium,  and 
not  by  the  abandonment  of  an  ex- 
isting river-bed  and  the  opening  of 
a  new  one."  The  treaty  provides 
that  any  other  changes,  whether 
wrought  by  the  current  in  cutting 
a  new  bed,  or  due  to  artificial 
changes  in  the  navigable  course 
of  the  river,  in  conseauence  of  the 
construction    of    bridges,   jetties, 


piers,  or  other  obstructions,  or  by 
the  dredging  of  channels,  shall  not 
be  permitted  to  alter  or  affect  the 
dividing  line  as  established  by  the 
boundary  commission  in  1852;  but 
the  protection  of  the  banks  on 
either  side  from  erosion  by  revet- 
ments of  stone,  or  other  material 
not  projecting  into  the  current  of 
the  river,  shall  not  be  deemed  an 
artificial  change.  Provision  is  also 
made  in  article  iv.  of  the  treaty 
for  determining  the  boundary  line 
upon  any  bridge  that  has  been  or 
may  be  built  across  the  said  river ; 
such  boundary  being  established 
at  a  point  "  exactly  over  the  mid- 
dle of  the  main  channel."  The 
boundary  so  established  is  to  re- 
main fixed,  notwithstanding  any 
subsequent  changes  in  the  channel 
which  may  thereafter  supervene. — 
Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the 
United  States.  1776-1887.  p.  721-  It 
is  a  sound  principle  of  national  law. 
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Navigable  Rivers,  Where  navigable  rivers  not  only  sepa- 
rate but  also  traverse  the  territory  of  several  states,  the  ques- 
tion of  boundary  is  necessarily  affected  by  considerations  of 
greater  intricacy  and  difficulty  having  to  do  with  their  improve- 
ment and  navigation.'  In  recent  times  the  tendency  has  been 
to  remove  all  restrictions  upon  the  navigation  of  such  rivers, 
and  to  throw  them  open  to  general  commerce.-  These  changes 
have  been  effected  by  treaties,  to  which  the  states  interested 
in  the  navigation  of  particular  rivers  have  been  parties.^  In  ac- 
cordance with  their  stipulations  uniform  rates  of  toll  have  been 
established,  unnecessary  and  burdensome  charges  have  been 
abolished  or  modified,  and  the  expenses  of  maintenance  and 
improvement  have  been  equitably  assessed  upon  the  riparian 
powers.  To  defray  these  expenses  various  expedients  have 
been  resorted  to.  In  some  of  the  earlier  treaties  the  revenues 
derived  from  tolls  were  appropriated  to  the  purpose*  Later 
treaties  provide  for  an  apportionment  of  the  expense  of  im> 
provement  among  the  riparian  powers,  and  for  the  removal  of 
all  restrictions  in  the  way  of  tolls  and  dues  from  the  naviga- 
tion of  the  river.  In  this  way  most  of  the  navigable  rivers  of 
Europe,  that  are  not  entirely  included  within  the  territory  of 
a  single  state,  have  been  thrown  open  to  general  commercial 
use." 

Rivers  as  Boundaries.  Where  a  river  forms  the  boundary 
between  two  states,  the  line  of  demarcation  follows  the  mid- 
channel.  If  the  channel  changes,  there  is  some  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  whether  the  boundary  changes  with  it,  or  re- 


and  applies  to  the  treaty-making 
power  of  this  government,  whether 
exercised  with  a  foreigi^  nation  or 
an  Indian  tribe,  that  aU  questions 
of  disputed  boundaries  may  be  set- 
tled by  the  parties  to  the  treaty. — 
Lattimer  tv.  Poteet,  XIV  Peters,  p. 
14;  Heffter.  $  66;  I  De  Martens,  $§ 
38, 39 ;  Hall,  f  §  37»  38-  For  a  discus- 
sion of  the  neutrality  of  boundary 
rivers,  see  Revue  de  Droit  Interna- 
tional, vol.  xviii.  pp  96-1 59;  see  also 
Ibid.  xix.  p  253. 


'  In  this  respect  an  important  dif- 
ference was  made  in  the  Roman 
law  between  rivers  and  the  sea. 
The  former  were  regarded  as  a 
portion  of  the  public  property  of 
the  state ;  the  navigation  of  the  lat- 
ter was  held  to  be  the  common  right 
of  all.— I  Philltmore,  p.  189. 

'  For  a  fuller  discussion  of  this 
subject,  see  the  article  entitled 
River  Navigation,  p.  48 ;  see  also  I 
De  Martens,  %  39. 
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mains  in  the  ancient  bed:  In  most  cases  that  have  arisen  the 
rules  of  the  Roman  law — in  this  matter  the  simple  embodi- 
ment of  long  experience — ^have  prevailed  in  the  settlement  of 
disputed  questions  of  boundary.  Those  rules  assume  the  mid- 
channel  of  the  river  as  th^  normal  line  of  division.  The  ex- 
perience of  ages,  however,  proves  that  rivers  are  subject  to 
constant  modification,  in  respect  to  their  course  and  direction, 
due  to  changes  in  the  volume  of  their  waters,  the  rapidity  and 
strength  of  their  currents,  and  the  resisting  power  of  the  soil 
or  material  of  which  their  banks  are  composed:  These  changes 
are  attributable  to  two  general  causes ;  one,  gradual,  due  to  the 
constant  erosive  action  of  the  current,  by  which  soil  is  being 
constantly  taken  from  one  bank  and  deposited  on  the  other ; 
the  other,  casual  or  occasional,  due  to  the  sudden  and  violent 
action  of  the  river,  during  a  period  of  unusual  high  water,  in 
which  the  current  cuts  new  channels  for  itself  at  various  points 
of  its  course.  The  rule  in  such  cases  is  based  upon  the  possi- 
bility of  identifying  the  soil  which  has  changed  from  one  bank 
to  the  other.  Soil  lost  by  gradual  erosion,  not  being  capable 
of  subsequent  identification,  becomes  the  property  of  the  state 
upon  whose  territory  it  has  been  deposited  ;  where  the  change 
in  the  channel  has  been  due  to  the  sudden  action  of  the  cur- 
rent, however,  the  land,  being  still  possible  of  identification, 
is  held  to  belong  to  its  original  owner,  ahd  the  boundary  line 
ttmains  in  the  ancient  bed.* 


I  When  a  great  river  is  the 
boundary  between  two  nations  or 
ttates.  if  the  original  property  is  in 
neither  and  there  be  no  convention 
respectinfir  it.  each  holds  to  the 
middle  of  the  stream.  But  where 
a  state  which  is  the  original  pro- 
prietor grants  the  territory  on  one 
side  only,  it  retains  the  river  with- 
in its  own  domains,  and  the  newly 
erected  state  extends  to  the  river 
only.  In  such  case  the  lower- 
watermark  is  its  boundary. whether 
the  fluctuations  in  the  stream  re- 
sult from  tides  or  from  an  annual 
rise  and  fall. — Handly  vs.  Anthony. 


V  Wheaton,  p.  374 ;  Heffter,  {  66. 
When  a  river  is  the  line  of  arcifin- 
ious  boundary  between  two  na- 
tions, by  a  treaty,  its  natural  chan- 
nel so  continues,  notwithstanding 
any  changes  of  its  course  by  accre- 
tion or  decretion  of  either  bank; 
but  if  the  course  be  changed  ab- 
ruptly into  a  new  bed  by  irruption 
or  avulsion,  then  the  river-bed  be- 
comes the  boundary. — VIII  Opin- 
ions of  Attornev-General,  p.  175.  In 
a  controversy  between  the  United 
States  and  a  foreign  sovereign  as  to 
boundary  this  court  must  follow  the 
decision  of  that  department  of  the 
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The  Navigation  of  Boundary  Rivers 

How  Regulated.  The  liberal  methods,  tiow  so  generally 
applied  in  tlie  solution  of  questions  having  to  do  with  the 
treatment  of  boundary  rivers,  date  from  the  Congress  and 
treaty  of  Vienna  in,  1815.'  On  the  few  previous  occasions  in 
which  such  questions  had  been  made  the  subject  of  treaty 
stipulation,  the  right  of  public  navigation,  if  recognized  at  all, 
had  been  hampered  with  needless  and  burdensome  restric- 
tions, originating  in  the  mutual  jealousies  of  the  interested 
parties,  and  but  little  calculated  to  favor  the  development  of 
commerce  or  to  promote 'interstate  intercourse.  The  treaty 
of  Vienna,  however,  inaugurated  a  marked  change  in  this  re- 
gard. The  sixteenth  annexe  of  that  instrument  contains  a 
body  of  fundamental  principles,  in  accordance  with  which 
detailed  rules  were  prepared  by  the  states  locally  interested, 
for  the  regulation  of  navigation  of  six  important  European  riv- 
ers— the  Rhine,  Main,  Moselle,  Neckar,  Meuse,  and  Scheldt. 
The  109th  article  declares  that  these  streams  are  thrown  open 
to  the  commerce  of  all  nations,  from  the  points  where  they  be- 
come navigable  to  the  sea.^  At  different  times  between  181 5 
and  1856  arrangements,  conceived  in  the  same  liberal  spirit, 
were  entered  into  with  reference  to  the  Elbe,  Vistula,  Weser, 
and  Po;  and  in  183$,  by  a  treaty  between  Spain  and  Portu- 
gal, the  navigation  of  the  Douro  was  declared  common  to  the 
subjects  of  both  powers.*^^ 

Case  of  the  Danube.  As  Turkey  was  not  a  party  to  inter- 
national law  at  the  time  of  the  negotiation  of  the  treaty  of 
Vienna,  the  provisions  of  that  instrument  were  not  extended 


government  which  is  intrusted  by 
the  Constitution  with  the  care  of  its 
foreign  relations,  especially  if  sanc- 
tioned by  the  legislative  power, — 
Foster  vs.  Neilson,  II  Peters,  p.  253. 
Grotius,  book  vii.  chap,  iii ;  Vattel, 
liv.  i.  chap.  xzii. ;  I  De  Martens,  § 
4$ ;  I  Halleck;  p.  146;  Kliiber,  {  134 ; 
Bluntschli,  S|  298-300;  I  Die.  Int. 
Law,  {  30  J  Heyuc  dc  DroU  Inter- 


national, vol.  xi.  p.  363 ;  vol.  ziii.  p. 
187 ;  vol.  ziv.  p.  122;  vol.  XV.  p.  5 ; 
Ibid.  pp.  340,  437,  547 ;  vol.  xvi.  pp. 
360.  551 ;  vol.  xviii.  p.  159. 

'  I  Halleck.  pp.  147-151 ;  I  Philli- 
more,  pp.  195-199;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,  f  112;  Hall,  p.  130;  I  Twiss, 
S§  i49-i$2:  Revue  de  Droit  Inter- 
national, vol.  xviii.  p.  96 ;  Ibid.  vol. 
Vi^  p.  253;  Bluptscbli.  ff  313-316. 
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to  the  Danube.  The  first  attempt  to  regulate  the  navigation 
of  that  river  is  found  in  the  treaty  of  Bucharest,  entered  into 
between  Turkey  and  Russia  in  i8r2.  ^  By  the  fourth  article  of 
that  treaty  it  was  agreed  that  the  boundary  line  between  the 
two  states  should  follow  the  left  bank  of  the  Danube  from  its 
junction  with  the  Pruth  to  its  mouth  at  Kilia»  on  the  Black 
Sea ;  and  the  navigation  of  both  rivers  was  declared  to  be  free 
to  the  subjects  of  the  signatory  powers.  The  Danube  enters 
the  Black  Sea  through  three  principal  channels.  The  most 
northern  of  these,  which  is  known  as  the  Kilian  mouth,  carries 
by  far  the  greater  part  of  its  waters  to  the  sea,  and  is  the  one 
best  adapted  to  purposes  of  navigation.  The  central,  or  Su- 
lina  channel,  discharges  but  a  small  part  of  the  volume  of  the 
stream.  The  southern,  or  St.  George's  channel,  carrying  about 
one-third  of  the  volume  of  the  river,  reaches  the  sea,  through 
several  mouths,  at  a  point  about  twenty  English  miles  to  the 
south  of  the  Sulina  channel.  By  the  Treaty  of  Adrianople,  in 
181 5,  to  which  Turkey  and  Russia  were  the  contracting  par- 
ties, the  Sulina  mouth,  which  had  been  left  in  the  possession 
of  Turkey  by  the  former  treaty,  was  acquired  by  Russia,  that 
power  binding  itself  to  maintain  its  channel  at  a  sufficient 
depth  to  admit  vessels  at  all  times.  This  stipulation  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  rigidly  observed  by  Russia,  and  its  failure 
to  maintain  a  navigable  channel  was  made  the  subject  of  re- 
monstrance, at  different  times,  by  several  European  powers. 
No  change  was  made  in  the  existing  treaties,  however,  and 
the  question  remained  in  this  condition  until  the  close  of  the 
Crimean  War.' 

By  the  treaty  of  Paris,  in  1856,  to  which  instrument  Tur- 
key was  a  signatory  party,  the  Danube  was  placed  upon  the 
same  footing  as  the  other  great  rivers  of  Europe.  A  com- 
mission was  created  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  and  maintain- 
ing such  engineering  works  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  as  were, 
or  might  become,  necessary  in  the  interest  of  navigation.  The 
commission  began  its  labors  in  1857.  The  Sulina  mouth  was 
chosen  as  the  one  most  susceptible  of  improvement,  and  suit- 
able works  were  undertaken  for  its  betterment.   The  funds  for 
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this  purpose,  were  supplied  by  Turkey  during  the  years  be- 
tween 1857  and  i860;  from  i860  onward  they  were  obtained 
by  a  tax  levied  upon  all  vessels  entering  the  river.  The  treaty 
of  March  13,  1871,  extended  the  operations  of  the  Danubian 
Commission  for  a  further  period  of  twelve  years;  and  a  new 
and  significant  step  was  taken  by  an  agreement  of  the  powers 
to  a  declaration  guaranteeing  the  permanent  neutrality  of  the 
works  of  improvement  at  the  mouth  of  the  river.* 

The  cases  of  the  Mississippi  and  St.  Lawrence  rivers,  in  the 
United  States,  gave  rise  to  much  controversial  discussion* 

Case  of  ilu  Mississippi,  The  peace  of  Paris,  in  1763, 
brought  to  a  close  the  long  series  of  wars  for  dominion  be- 
tween England  and  France,  to  which  Spain  had  become  a 
party,  as  an  ally  of  France,  in  1761.  By  the  treaty  of  Paris 
the  Mississippi  River  had  been  recognized  as  the  boundary 
between  the  possessions  of  England  and  France  in  America, 
from  its  source  to  its  junction  with  the  Iberville,  an  eastern 
tributary,  connecting  it  with  the  lake  system  of  its  lower 
basin.  From  that  point  the  boundary  line  followed  the 
course. of  the  Iberville,  through  lakes  Pontchartrain  and  Mau- 
repas,  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  line  of  the  Iberville  sep- 
arated Florida  and  Louisiana,  which  were  ceded  by  the  treaty, 
the  former  to  England  and  the  latter  to  Spain,  and  the  right 
of  navigating  the  Mississippi  was  secured  to  the  subjects  of 
Great  Britain  from  its  source  to  the  sea. 

The  treaty  of  peace  between  England  and  the  United  States, 
which  terminated  the  war  of  the  Revolution,  was  signed  on 
September  3,  1783.  On  the  same  day  a  treaty  was  negotiated 
between  England  and  Spain,  by  which  the  provinces  of  East 
and  \Vest  Florida  were  retroceded  to  Spain ;  thus  giving  to 
Spain  undisputed  control  over  the  lower  waters  of  the  river, 
from  its  mouth  to  its  intersection  by  the  thirty -first  parallel 
of  north  latitude ;  the  course  of  the  river  north  of  that  point 
forming  the  boundary  between  the  United  States  and  the 
French  possessions  in  North  America.-'  This  state  of  affairs 

"  I  Phillimore,  pp.  198, 199;  For-  1878.  pp.  855-894;  I  Twiss.  $§  151. 
eign  Relations  of  United   States,     152;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  $112. 
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gave  rise  to  a  controversy  between  Spain  and  the  United 
States,  as  to  the  right  of  citizens  of  the  latter  power  to  navi- 
gate that  part  of  the  river  lying  wholly  within  Spanish  terri- 
tory.. 

On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  claimed  that  the 
treaty  of  1 763,  between  England  and  Spain,  had  given  to  the 
subjects  of  Great  Britain  the  right  to  navigate  the  river  from 
its  source  to  the  sea.  This  treaty  had,  in  fact,  created  a  terri- 
torial servitude,'  which  had  not  been  extinguished  or  repudi- 
ated by  either  of  the  treaties  of  1763  or  1783^  It  was  fair  to 
presume,  therefore,  that  it  still  existed,  and  that  the  subse- 
quent transfer  of  territory  on  the  east  bank  of  the  river  had 
been  made  subject  to  the  right  of  navigation  which  was  then 
enjoyed  by  the  inhabitants  of  its  upper  waters,  A  provision 
of  the  Roman  law  was  cited  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  by 
which  all  navigable  rivers  were  held  to  be  **so  far  public  prop- 
erty that  a  free  passage  over  them  Was  open  to  everybody, 
and  the  use  of  their  banks  for  the  anchorage  of  vessels,  lading 
and  unlading  cargo,  and  acta  of  the  like  kind,  was  regarded 
as  incapable  of  restriction  by  any  right  of  private  domain,*" 
It  was  also  claimed,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  that' the 
Mississippi  River  furnished  the  only  practicable  outlet  to  the 
sea  for  all  the  products  of  the  upper  valley. .  The  claim,  based 
upon  this  fact,  was  held  by  the  American  negotiators  to  be  of 
sufficient  importance  to  constitute  a  perfect  right  at  interna- 
tional law.  These  claims  were  rejected  by  Spain,  whose  right 
to  control  the  navigation  of  the  lower  courses  of  the  river  was 
based  upon  the  fact  of  its  territorial  jurisdiction;  The  position 
assumed  by  the  United  States  was  not  regarded  as  a  sound 
one  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  international  law  aS 
then  understood,  and  the  controversy  was  brought  to  an  end 
by  the  treaty  of  October  20,  1795,  between  the  United  States 
and  Spain.  By  the  terms  of  that  treaty  the  navigation  of  the 
Mississippi  was  to  be  free  to  both  parties  throughout  its  entire 

'  For  a  description  of  servitudes,     stitutes,  lib.  ii.  tit.  i.  {$  1-5 ;  Digest, 
see  p.  68.  lib.  i.  tit.  viii.  §  5. 

'  I  Phillimore,  p.  189,  $  155;  In-  _ 
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extent.  The  Americans  were  to  enjoy  a  right  of  deposit  at 
New  Orieans  for  three  years,  at  the  end  of  which  period  either 
that  privilege  was  to  be  continued,  or  an  equivalent  establish- 
ment was  to  be  assigned  them  at  some  other  convenient  point 
on  the  banks  of  the  Lower  Mississippi.*  The  question  of 
navigating  this  important  stream  was  finally  settted  by  the 
purchase  of  Louisiana,  in  1803,  ^^^  of  Florida  in  1819^  which 
placed  the  river  for  its  entire  length  within  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States. 

Case  of  the  St.  Lawrence, — The  case  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
presents  many  considerations  similar  in  character  to  those  dis- 
cussed in  the  case  of  the  Mississippi.  Its  navigation  was  a 
matter  of  great  importance  to  the  United  States  for  the  rea- 
son that  it  furnished,  at  that  time,  the  only  outlet  to  the  sea 
for  commerce  originating  in  the  great  lake  system  of  North 
America.^  These  lakes,  with  the  exception  of  Lake  Michigan, 
which  lies  wholly  within  the  territory  of  the  United  States, 
lie  upon,  and  form  a  part  of,  the  boundary  between  the  United 
States  and  the  British  possessions  in  North  America.  From 
the  head  of  Lake  Superior  to  the  source  of  the  St.  Lawrence 
in  Lake  Ontario,  and  along  the  course  of  that  river  to  its  in- 
tersection by  the  northern  boundary  of  the  United  States, 
the  right  of  navigation  was  d^^ermined,  beyond  question,  by 
the  universally  accepted  rul£>s  of  international  law,  and  be- 
longed jointly  to  the  two  powers.  The  lower  course  of  the 
river,  from  its  intersection  by  the  forty-fifth  parallel  of  north 
latitude  to  its  mouth  in  the  Gulf  of  St.  Lawrence,  lay  entirely 
within  the  British  territory.  The  question  between  the  two 
governments,  therefore,  had  exclusively  to  do  with  the  right 
of  navigation  of  the  British,  or  lower,  section  of  the  river«. 

On  the  part  of  the  United  States  it  was  contended,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  Mississippi,  that,  as  the  lower  course  of  the 
river  formed  the  only  outlet  for  commerce  arising  in  a  large 
portion  of  the  territory  of  the  United  States  which  lay  upon 
the  upper  lakes,  its  navigation  became  a  perfect  right  at  inter- 

1  Hildreth,  History  of  the  United  Conventions  of  the  United  States, 
States,  vol.  iv.  p.  569;  Treaties  and     1789-1887.  pp.  1007, 1017. 
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national  law,  and  could  be  claimed,  as  a  matter  of  necessity, 
by  the  state  whose  territory  lay  upon  its  upper  waters/  The 
right  of  navigating  the  Mississippi,  stipulated  for  by  England 
in  a  precisely  similar  case,  was  cited  by  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment in  support  of  its  view,  as  was  the  action  of  the  Con- 
gress of  Vienna,  to  which  England  had  been  a  party,  in  throw- 
ing  open  a  number  of  European  rivers  to  general  navigation 
in  cases  similar  to  those  of  the  St.  Lawrence  and  Mississippi, 
It  was  also  contended,  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  that,  on 
account  of  the  character  and  importance  of  the  bodies  of 
water  connected  by  it,  the  St.  Lawrence  should  be  regarded 
as  a  strait  rather  than  as  a  river,  and  that  the  question  of  its 
navigation  should  be  determined,  as  in  the  case  of  straits, 
rather  by  the  right  to  navigate  the  bodies  of  water  connected 
by  it  than  by  the  ownership  of'  the  banks  along  its  lower 
course. 

On  the  part  of  Great  Britain  the  validity  of  the  first  of  the 
positions  assumed  by  the  United  States  was  denied,  as  not 
warranted  by  international  law.  The  contention  was  also 
made  that,  wherever  such  concessions  had  been  granted,  they 
had  been  based  upon  treaty  stipulations:  The  liberal  arrange- 
ments in  regard  to  the  joint  or  general  right  of  river  naviga- 
tion made  by  the  Congress  of  Vienna,  and  recognized  in  sub- 
sequent treaties,  were  based  upon  the  conventional  law  of  na- 
tions, and  could  be  withdrawn  or  modified  at  any  time.  •  To 
the  second  claim,  that  the  river  should  be  regarded  as  a  strait, 
it  was  replied  that  the  application  of  such  a  rule  must  be  gen- 
eral and  international,  and  not  local  and  particular.  If  it  ap- 
plied to  the  case  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  it  applied  with  equal 
force  to  the  Hudson  and  Mississippi,  and  to  the  artificial  chan- 
nels in  New  York  and  Ohio  which  formed  a  part  of  the  line  of 
water  communication  between  the  great  lakes  and  the  sea. 
Unless,  therefore,  the  United  States  was  prepared  to  open 
these  artificial  channels  to  general  navigation,  the  British  Gov- 
ernment must  decline  to  so  regard  that  portion  of  the  St.  Law- 
rence which  lay  entirely  within  its  territorial  jurisdiction.   The 

discussion,  though  ably  conducted  on  both   sides,  led  to  no 
5 
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results  of  immediate  or  practical  importance.  The  question 
of  navigation  was  settled  by  the  reciprocity  treaty  of  1854; 
by  which,  in  consideration  of  certain  concessions  to  British 
subjects  in  the  matter  of  navigating  Lake  Michigan,  the  right 
of  navigation  of  the  St.  Lawrence  and  the  Canadian  canals, 
forming  a  part  of  the  system  of  communication  between  the 
great  lakes  and  the  sea,  was  conceded  to  citizens  of  the  United 
States.' 

In  this  connection  it  is  well  to  observe  that  the  concessions 
thus  far  obtained  in  the  matter  of  throwing  open  rivers  to  gen- 
eral navigation,  however  liberal  they  may  have  been,  are  all 
of  them  based  upon  treaty  stipulations.  In  none  of  these 
treaties  is  the  question  treated  as  one  amending  or  modifying 
the  existing  rules  of  international  law  upon  the  subject  of 
river  navigation.  Such  boundary  rivers,  therefore,  as  have  not 
thus  far  been  made  the  subject  of  treaty  stipulation,  are  sub- 
ject, in  all  questions  affecting  their  ownership  and  navigation, 
to  the  rules  of  international  law  as  they  existed  in  1815.  No 
claim  can  be  advanced  to  their  navigation  based  upon  the 
treaties  above  referred  to,  as  none  of  them  haye  changed  or 
amended  the  existing  rules  of  international  lawV 

The  Marine  League:  The  Three-mile  Limit 

Jurisdiction  over  a  Portion  of  Coast  Sea«  Although  the 
strict  territorial  jurisdiction  of  a  state  ends  at  the  low-water 
mark,  where  the  high  seas  begin,  its  claim  to  exercise  jurisdic- 


'  Many  of  the  navigable  rivers  of 
South  America  have  been  thrown 
open  to  general  navigation  (I  Phil- 
limore.  p.  209;  Lawrence's  Whea- 
ton.  pp.  362-365).  For  a  full  dis- 
cussion of  the  controversy  between 
England  and  the  United  States  on 
the  subject  of  the  St.  Lawrence,  see 
I  Phillimore,  pp.  204-209;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  pp.  266-270 ;  Lawrence's 
Wheaton.  pp.  356-362;  I  Halleck 
pp.  150-152;   Dana's  Wheaton, 


203-205,  note  119.  See  also  I  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §§  30,  72 ;  III  Ibid.  §  302; 
I  Phillimore,  pp.  33.  203;  Hall,  § 
39;  Woolsey,  p.  62;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,  §  112;  I  Twiss,  §§  145-156;  I 
De  Martens,  §  39;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
§§  200-203. 

*  La  Liberte  de  la  Navigation  Flu- 
viale,  £douard  Engelhardt,  Revue 
de  Droit  International  (1872),  vol. 
xi.  p.  36r^ 


STATES  AND   THEIR   ESSENTIAL  ATTRIBUTES 


55 


tion  over  a  strip  or  belt  of  the  adjacent  sea,  three  miles  in 
width,  has  long  been  generally  recognized.  Over  this  belt  of 
coast  sea,  called  the  tnarine  league^  a  state  is  acknowledged 
to  have  complete  jurisdiction  as  against  other  states ;  whether 
its  courts  can  assume  jurisdiction  over  it  or  not  will  depend 
upon  its  municipal  laws^-  This  peculiar  jurisdiction  is  acknowl- 
edged to  guarantee  immunity  from  acts  of  belligerency  be- 
tween ships  of  nations  other  than  that  to  which  the  coast  sea 
belongs;  to  enable  a  state  to  carry  into  effect  its  maritime 
laws  and  customs  regulations ;  to  secure  protection  to  the  in- 
habitants of  the  coast — especially  to  those  engaged  in  coast 
fisheries,  and  to  provide  for  an  adequate  system  of  coast  de- 
fence. As  one  of  the  chief  reasons  for  recognizing  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  three-mile  limit  has  to  do  with  questions  of  sea- 
coast  defence,  it  seems  proper  that  the  width  of  this  zone 
should  increase  as  the  range  of  modern  artillery  increases.' 
A  ship  entering  or  passing  through  this  strip  of  coast  sea, 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage,  is  not  regarded  as  having  en- 
tered the  territory  of  the  adjacent  state;  nor  is  it  subject  to 
the  rules  of  navigation  which  are  sanctioned  by  that  state  and 
enforced  against  its  own  shipping.  * 

The  municipal  laws  of  many  states  also  assume  a  linriited 
jurisdiction  over  a  wider  zone  of  coast  sea  in  defining  offences 
against  their  revenue  laws.*  This  right  has  never  been  gener- 
ally recognized,  however,  and  is  only  assumed  or  authorized ' 
for  fiscal  and  defensive  purposes.' 


1  Ortolan,  in  his  Diplomatic  de 
la  14er,  liv.  ii.  chap,  viii.,  and  Hal- 
leck,  chap.  vi.  §  13,  advocate  this 
view.  For  an  opposite  opinion,  see 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  p.  239.  See  also 
Dana's  Wheaton,  }$  189,  432 ;  Hall, 

L41;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  235-242; 
awrence.  Int.  Law,  {  107 ;  I  Or- 
tolan, pp.  152-162;  Bluntschli,  §{ 
302-303;  KlUber,  §J  130-131;  I  £)e 
Martens,  f|  40, 41 ;  I  Hautefeuille, 
pp.  89-92;  Hcfftcr,|§  74-76;  I  Dig. 
Int.  Law.  |§  26,  30,  32. 
■  I  Halleclc,  pp.  135,  138;  Pom- 


eroy,§i5o;  Bluntschli,  §  303 ;  Heff- 
^er,  §)  75-76;  I  Hautefeuille,  pp. 
89-92;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  235-237; 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  {107;  I  Twiss, 

§190. 

'  The  government  of  Spain  has, 
from  time  to  time,  asserted  a  claim 
to  jurisdiction  over  the  sea  within 
two  leagues  (six  nautical  miles)  of 
its  coast.  The  claim  is  based  upon 
a  royal  cedula  of  December  17, 1 774, 
which  was  supported  by  a  royal 
decree  of  May  i,  1775,  and  by  ar- 
ticle XV.  of  the  royal  decree  of  May 
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Case  of  the  ^' Franconia''  Considerable  light  has  been 
thrown  upon  the  exact  character  and  extent  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  state  over  the  sea  included  within  the  three-mile  limit  by 
the  case  of  the  Franconia?  The  Francania  was  a  German  steam- 
er, commanded  by  Keyn,  a  foreigner,  which,  in  the  prosecution 
of  a  foreign  voyage,  passed  within  three  miles  of  the  English 
coast.  While  within  the  three-mile  limit  the  Franconia  col- 
lided with  an  English  vessel  and  sunk  her,  causing  the  death 
of  one  of  her  passengers.  Some  time  later  Captain  Keyn  came 
within  English  jurisdiction,  and  was  arrested  and  tried  for 
manslaughter.  He  was  convicted  of  that  offence  in  the  Cen- 
tral Criminal  Court,  but  his  case  was  carried  up,  on  a  question 
of  jurisdiction,  to  the  Court  of  Crown  Cases  Reserved.  It  was 
there  held  by  a  majority  of  the  judges  that,  in  so  far  as  the  court 
that  had  tried  Keyn  was  concerned,  the  crime  had  been  com- 
mitted upon  a  foreign  ship,  on  the  high  seas,  and  in  the  prose- 
cution of  a  foreign  voyage.  The  Central  Criminal  Court,  there- 
fore, had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case.  The  view  of  the  majority 
was,  that  in  so  far  as  other  states  were  concerned,  England  had 
jurisdiction,  for  all  purposes,  over  that  portion  of  the  high  seas 
included  within  the  three-mile  limit ;  but,  as  the  law  of  Eng- 
land stood  at  that  time,  jurisdiction  over  crimes  committed 
within  that  limit  had  not  been  conferred  by  Parliament  upon 
any  of  the  courts  of  the  kingdom.  Their  criminal  jurisdiction 
ended  at  the  low-water  mark,  and  crimes  beyond  that  limit 
were  therefore  committed  out  of  their  jurisdiction.' 


3»  i8$o.  The  claim  was  last  asserted 
on  August  4.  1874,  by  the  Spanish 
Minister  in  London,  in  a  communi- 
cation to  the  Secretary  for  Foreign 
Affairs ;  to  which  reply  was  made 
by  the  British  Government  that 
it  had  strenuously  and  uniformly 
resisted  the  pretension  of  the  Span- 
ish Government  to  an  exercise  of 
jurisdiction  beyond  the  distance  of 
a  marine  league  from  the  coast  of 
Spain.  With  a  view  to  ascertain 
the  views  of  other  governments, 
the  matter  was  submitted  to  them 


by  Great  Britain  in  an  identical 
communication  dated  September 
25, 1874. — Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  Sutes,  1875.  p.  641. 

*  Regina  vs,  Keyn,  L.  R.  2  Ezch. 
Div.  pp.  63,  202-205. 

*  Soon  after  this  decision  was  an- 
nounced. Parliament,  by  the  Ter- 
ritorial Waters  Jurisdiction  Act  (40 
and  41  Vic  chap.  Izxiii.)  assumed 
jurisdiction  over  the  coast  sea  to 
the  distance  of  a  marine  league, 
and  bestowed  it  upon  the  Courts 
of  Admiralty.   This  was  done  with 
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The  High  Seas 

Extent  and  Use.  This  term  is  applied  to  the  general  ocean 
surface  of  the  globe.  It  begins  at  the  low-water  mark,  where, 
by  legal  presumption,  the  land  is  held  to  end.'  Upon  the  high 
seas  all  nations  have  equal  rights.  The  privilege  of  sailing 
over  them  or  of  fishing  in  them,  beyond  the  three-mile  limit, 
belongs  equally  to  all.  No  state  can  include  them  within  its 
territory,  or  extend  its  dominion  over  them,  or  exercise  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  over  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  high  seas." 

The  doctrine  of  the  absolute  freedom  of  the  high  seas  is  of 
relatively  recent  growth.  In  former  times  claims  were  made 
to  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  large  portions  of  the  sea,  but  none 
of  them  are  now  maintained. 

Claims  to  Exclusive  Dominion.  In  the  early  part  of  the 
sixteenth  century  extravagant  claims  to  dominion  were  ad- 
vanced by  Spain  and  Portugal,  based  upon  their  maritime 
discoveries.  As  these  claims  were  of  the  most  conflicting 
character,  a  controversy  arose,  which  was  submitted  to  Pope 
Alexander  VI.  for  decision.  He  decreed  that  all  those  parts 
of  the  world  which  were  not  then  in  the  secure  possession  of 
any  Christian  prince  should  be  divided  between  Spain  and  Por- 
tugal. *    A  meridian  line  was  established  through  a  point  one 


a  proviso  that  "no  proceeding 
should  be  had  in  anv  case  under 
the  act  unless  with  tne  consent  of 
one  of  her  Majesty's  secretaries  of 
state,  and  on  his  certificate  that 
the  institution  of  the  proceedings 
is,  in  his  opinion,  necessary."  This 
reservation  was  doubtless  intended 
to  prevent  a  conflict  between  the 
executive  and  judicial  departments 
of  the  government  in  the  event  of 
a  case  arising  under  the  act  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  involve  considera- 
tions of  an  international  character. 
'  In  accordance  with  the  munici- 
pal law  of  most  states,  private 
ownership  ceases  at  high  -  water 
mark;  the  ownership  of  lands  be- 
tween high  and  }qw  ws^ter,  which 


are  subject  to  the  ebb  and  flow  of 
the  tide,  and  of  lands  under  the 
sea,  so  far  as  such  lands  are  sus- 
ceptible of  being  made  the  subject 
of  proprietorship,  being  vested  in 
the  state  which  they  adjoin.  Like 
other  lands  or  property  interests  of 
the  state,  however,  they  may  be 
made  the  subject  of  grants  by  the 
state  to  which  they  pertain. 

M  Ortolan,  p.  125;  I  Halleck, 
chap.  vi.  S  13;  I  Phillimore,  pp. 
209-213;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law.  §  105 ; 
Heffter.  §  73;  I  De  Martens,  §f  42. 
43;  I  Twiss,§|  172-176. 185;  Dana's 
Wheaton.  §  193;  KlUber,  §§  130- 
132;  Pomeroy.  §  158;  Vattel,  liv.  j, 
chap,  xxiii.  §§  280-283. 

'  See  p.  14, 
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hundred  leagues  west  of  the  Azores,  as  a  boundary  be- 
tween the  possessions  of  the  two  powers ;  all  the  territory  to 
the  west  of  that  line  was  decreed  to  Spain,  and  all  to  the  east 
of  the  same  line  to  Portugal.  Under  this  authority,  which 
seems  to  have  had  international  recognition,  Portugal  forbade 
all  commerce  with  the  East  Indies  and  the  west  coast  of  Africa ; 
Spain,  claiming  the  Pacific  Ocean  knd  the  Caribbean  Sea  as 
Spanish  territory,  forbade  all  commerce  with  Mexico,  the  west 
coasts  of  North  and  South  America,  and  the  islands  of  the 
Pacific* 

England  at  one  time  claimed  that  its  jurisdiction  over  the 
narrow  seas  ended  at  the  coast  of  France  and  the  Netherlands. 
This  claim  was  resisted,  especially  by  the  Dutch,  and  so  suc- 
cessfully that  it  was  largely  reduced  in  importance,  and,  at  the 
close  of  the  seventeenth  century,  finally  abandoned.  Russia, 
in  1822,  laid  claim  to  exclusive  jurisdiction  over  that  part  of 
the  Pacific  Ocean  lying  north  of  the  fifty-fifst  degree  of  north 
latitude,  on  the  ground  that  it  possessed  the  shores  of  that 
sea,  on  both  continents,  beyond  that  limit,  and  so  had  the 
right  to  restrict  commerce  with  the  coast  inhabitants.  Eng- 
land and  the  United  States  entered  vigorous  protests  against 
the  right  of  jurisdiction  thus  asserted  by  Russia,  as  being  con- 
trary to  the  principles  of  international  law,  and  the  claim  was 
formally  withdrawn  in  1824." 

Jurisdiction  over  Closed  Seas.  The  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion over  many  such  partly  included  bodies  of  water,  some- 
times called  dosed  seas^  has  already  been  decided.  The  Chesa- 
peake and  Delaware  bays  are  recognized  as  parts  of  the  terri- 
tory of  the  United  States;  Hudson  Bay  and  the  Irish  Sea  as 
British  territory;  the  Caspian  Sea  belongs  to  Russia,  Lake 
Michigan  to  the  United  States.    The  Black  Sea,  before  Rus- 

'  Sec  p.  14;  Ha'l,  pp.  141,  142;  1878.  pp.  354.  355;  Ihld.  1880,  pp. 

Heffter,  SI  73-77.  468-472,  521.  l^t\  Ibid.  1894,  pp. 

'  I  Philllmore,  pp.  213-217;  I  Hal-  47,  217,  260,  261 ;  Ibid.  1895,  part  i. 

leek,  pp.  141-145 ;  Hall,  §  40.     For  pp.  683-686.    See  also  Lawrence, 

correspondence,  etc.,  in  respect  to  Int.  Law,  §{  105-109;   I  Twiss,  {{ 

the  rules  of  the  road  at  sea,  see  For-  1 79-191 ;  Pomeroy,  §S  144-157, 
eign  Relations  of  the  United  States, 
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sia  obtained  a  foothold  upon  it,  formed  part  of  the  territories 
of  the  Ottoman  Porte ;  it  is  now  subject  to  the  joint  jurisdic- 
tion of  Turkey  and  Russia.  The  Baltic  is  acknowledged  to 
have  the  character  of  a  closed  sea  (and  to  be  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  powers  surrounding  it),  certainly  to  the  extent 
of  guaranteeing  it  against  acts  of  belligerency  when  the  pow- 
ers within  whose  territory  it  lies  are  at  peace.* 

Rights  of  Ownership  and  Jurisdiction  in  the  Case  of 
Straits;  Innocent  Passage.  The  rights  of  possession  and 
jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  narrow  straits  depend  upon  the 
ownership  of  the  territory  separated  by  them.  The  right  of 
navigating  them  depends  upon  the  character  of  the  bodies  of 
water  which  they  connect.  If  the  connected  seas  are  open  to 
general  commercial  navigation,  the  right  extends  to,  and  in- 
cludes, the  use  of  the  strait  as  a  necessary  means  of  communi- 
cation.* This  is  sometimes  called  the  right  of  innocent  fHJ^sage. 
The  Strait  of  Gibraltar  is  free,  because  the  Atlantic  Ocean  and 
Mediterranean  Sea  are  open  to  the  commerce  of  all  nations. 
A  similar  rule  applies  to  the  Bosporus,  the  Sea  of  Marmora, 
and  the  Dardanelles,  connecting  the  Black  and  Mediterranean 
seasy  subject  to  the  restrictions  upon  the  passage  of  war  ves- 
sels which  are  contained  in  the  treaties  of  1856,  1871,  and 
1878. 

If  the  territory  separated  by  the  waters  of  a  narrow  strait 
belongs  to  a  single  state,  the  rights  of  civil  and  criminal  juris- 
diction over  the  separating  strait  are  conceded  to  belong  to 
the  owner  of  the  territory.  The  Strait  of  Messina,  separating 
the  island  of  Sicily  from  the  Italian  main -land,  belongs  to 
Italy,  the  Bosporus  and  Dardanelles  to  Turkey,  the  Great 


'  Hall,  S  42 ;  Lawrence,  §§  106- 
109;  Dana's  Wheaton.  §§  178,  179, 
note  105 ;  I  Halleck,  pp.  139-145  ;  I 
Phillimore,  pp.  209-217,  2^5-24.2. 
For  a  discussion  of  the  right  of 
property  in  the  Bering  Sea,  see 
the  Revue  de  Droit  International, 
vol.  XXV.  pp.  417-466  (Th.  Bar- 
clay).     Ibid.    xxvi.    pp.    386,   401 


(£douard  Engelhardt).  See  also  I 
Twiss,  §§180-182;  I  Ortolan,  p-iji. 
'  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap,  xxiii.  §  292  ; 
I  Phillimore,  pp*  224-227.  The 
Strait  of  Magellan  was  neutral- 
ized and  thrown  open  to  the  use  of 
all  nations  in  1879. — Foreign  Rela- 
tions of  the  United  States,  1879,  p. 
23.  ' 
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and  Little  Belt  and  the  Sound  to  Denmark.  If  the  territory 
separated  by  the  waters  of  the  strait  belongs  to  different  states, 
the  strait  belongs  in  part  to  each  power.  The  line  of  demar- 
cation is  determined  as  in  the  case  of  boundary  rivers,  and 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  adjacent  states  is  separated  in  the  same 
manner.'  . 

The  Danish  Sound  Dues.  The  peculiar  claim  of  Den- 
mark to  jurisdiction  over  the  strait  connecting  the  North  and 
Baltic  seas  was  long  a  fruitful  source  of  complaint  to  all  com- 
mercial nations.  These  claims  were  exercised  in  the  form  of 
a  toll  or  tax,  called  Sound  Dues^  levied  upon  all  shipping 
which  passed  through  the  strait  in  either  direction.  They  were 
based,  in  part,  upon  immemorial  prescription,  and  in  part  upon 
the  expense  incurred  by  Denmark  in  the  maintenance  of  lights 
and  buoys  in  the  narrow  and  dangerous  passage. 

The  question  of  the  sound  dues  was  settled  in  1857  by  a 
treaty  entered  into  between  Denmark  and  the  great  Euro- 
pean powers.  ''  The  right  of  Denmark  to  levy  these  dues  was 
not  distinctly  recognized,  but  compensation  was  made  to  her 
by  the  payment  of  a  capital  sum,  on  the  ground  of  indemnity 
for  maintaining  lights  and  buoys,  which  Denmark  stipulated 
to  maintain  and  levy  no  further,  duties.*'  ^  As  the  treaty  of 
1857  dealt  with  other  questions,  of  strictly  European  concern, 
to  which  the  United  States  was  unwilling  to  become  a  party, 
a  separate  treaty  was  entered  into  between  that  power  and 
Denmark  by  which,  in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  a  lump 
sum,  the  shipping  of  the  United  States  was  to  be  exempted 
from  similar  levies  in  the  future.' 

Fishery  in  the  High  Seas.  From  the  principle  of  the 
freedom  of  the  high  seas  it  follows  that  the  right  to  fish  in 
their  waters  is  free  to  all  mankind,  and  is  subject  to  restriction 
or  regulation,  in  the  case  of  an  individual,  only  by  the  munici- 

>  I  Twiss,  §§  183-189;  I  Ortolan,  Wheaton*  §§  181-190;  I  Dig.  Int. 

p.  146-150;   Hall  §  41;  KlUber,  Law,  §  29. 

L$  I30>  131;  I  l^c  Martens,  $  40;  I  'I  Philliniore.  pp.  216,  217;    I 

^hillimore,  pp.  218-234;    Dana's  Twiss, §  188;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  29: 

*^  I  Ortolan,  po.  147-150. 
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pal  law  of  the  state  of  which  he  is  a  citizen.  Not  only  are 
the  high  seas  free  for  purposes  of  fishery  at  all  times  and  in  all 
places,  but  the  rules  of  international  law  make  a  humane  ex- 
ception from  capture  in  behalf  of  fishing-boats  of  a  belligerent 
while  engaged  in  their  legitimate  pursuit  in  the  territorial 
waters  of  the  state  under  whose  flag  they  sail.* 

Coast  Fisheries.  The  privilege  of  fishery,  however,  within 
the  three-mile  limit,  is  universally  recognized  as  a  right  of 
property  which  is  vested  in  the  state  to  whose  territory  the 
waters  are  adjacent,  and  is  in  all  respects  subject  to  its  regu- 
lation and  control.- 

Piracy.  Piracy  is  an  offence  against  the  law  of  nations, 
and  may  be  defined  as  robbery  committed  upon  the  high  seas. 
As  pirates  are  regarded  as  th6  enemies  of  all  mankind,  and 
as  the  oflfence  of  piracy  is  committed  in  a  place  over  which 
no  state  has  exclusive  jurisdiction,  pirates  may  be  apprehend- 
ed by  the  public  armed  vessels  of  any  nation ;  and  persons 
chaiged  with  piracy  may  be  tried,  whatever  their  nationality, 
by  the  courts  of  the  state  to  which  such  capturing  vessel  be- 
longs.'    The  punishment  of  piracy  is  death.    The  definition 


^  Hall.  K  14*  40-42 ;  I  Philliinore, 
pp.  211. 235 ;  Lawrence*  Int.  Law.  $| 
105-106;  Maine.  Int.  Law,  p.  76; 
Heffier.  §  73  ;  KlUber,  §  132 ;  Orto- 
lan, torn.  i.  chap.  vii. ;  Creasy,  §  243. 

*I  Twiss,  p.  312;  II  Halleck,  p. 
151;  Azuni.  torn.  i. chap.  iii. art.  viii.; 
II  Ferguson,  f  212;  Heffter,  §  137 ; 
II  Calvo,  §  932;  II  Ortolan,  p.  51- 
For  an  account  of  the  controversy 
between  England  and  the  United 
States  in  respect  to  the  Canadian 
tisheries,  see  Hall,  §  27 ;  Lawrence's 
Wheaton,  pp.  323-326,  note ;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  {§  26S-274,  notes  110, 
142;  Creasy,  §  243*  Fo«"  an  account 
of  the  controversy  between  the 
same  powers  in  respect  to  the  seal 
fisheries  in  the  Bering  Sea,  see 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  $  106. 

*  Dana's  Wheaton,  §§  122-124, 
note  83 ;  United  States  vs,  Sn^ith, 


5  Wheaton.  157;  I  Halleck,  pp.  49, 
192, 396,  note ;  Risley,  p.  47.  Piracy 
is  defined  by  the  law  of  nations  to 
be  a  forcible  depredation  upon  prop- 
erty on  the  high  seas,  without  law- 
ful authority,  done  animo  furandt : 
that  is,  as  defined,  in  this  connec- 
tion, in  a  spirit  and  intention  of 
universal  hostility.  A  pirate  is 
said  to  be  one  who  roves  the  sea  in 
an  armed  vessel,  without  any  com- 
mission from  any  sovereign  state, 
on  his  own  authority,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  seizing  by  force  and  ap- 
propriating to  himself,  without  dis- 
crimination, every  vessel  he  may 
meet.— United  States  vs.  Baker,  5 
Blatchford,  pp.  11,  12.  The  act  of 
i8i9»  §  5  (3  Stat.  513;  R.  S.  §  5368), 
referring  to  the  law  of  nations  for 
a  definition  of  the  crime  of  piracy, 
is  a  constitutional  exercise  of  the 
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of  piracy  may  be  extended  by  a  state,  as  to  ofTences  committed 
within  its  territorial  waters,  or  by  its  citizens  on  the  high  seas, 
but  such  extensions  of  the  definition  have  no  international 
validity,  ^ 

Ship  Canals.  Artificial  ways  of  communication,  like  ship- 
canals,  however  important  their  construction  may  prove  to  be 
in  its  effects  upon  commerce,  can  acquire  interest  from  the 
point  of  view  of  international  law  only  when  their  use  and 
control,  especially  in  time  of  war,  have  been  made  the  subject 
of  treaty  stipulation.  Regarded  simply  as  engineering  con- 
structions, the  mere  fact  of  their  existence  does  not  operate 
to  diminish  or  modify,  in  any  respect,  the  civil  or  criminal 
jurisdiction  of  the  state  within  whose  territory  they  are  situ- 
ated ;  which,  indeed,  can  only  be  modified  by  treaty  stipula- 
tions. The  question  of  their  construction  and  use,  being  a  new 
one  at  international  law,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  at  this  point, 
that  no  existing  rules  apply  to  them,  or  can  be  made  so  to 
apply,  by  any  process  of  construction.    They  are  not  arms  of 


power  of  Confess  to  define  and 
punish  that  crime.  Piracy  is  de- 
tined  by  the  law  of  nations  with 
reasonable  certainty.  Robbery,  or 
forcible  depredation  upon  the  sea, 
animofuratidi,  is  piracy  by  the  law 
of  nations.  —  United  States  vs. 
Smith,  5  Whcaton.  153.  Pirates 
may,  without  doubt,  be  lawfully 
captured  on  the  ocean  by  the  put>- 
lic  or  private  ships  of  every  nation ; 
for  they  are,  in  truth,  the  common 
enemies  of  all  mankind,  and.  as 
such,  are  liable  to  the  extreme 
rights  of  war.  And  a  piratical  ag- 
gression by  an  armed  vessel  sailing 
under  the  regular  flag  of  any  na- 
tion, may  be  justly  subjected  to  the 
penalty  of  confiscation  for  such  a 
gross  breach  of  the  law  of  nations. 
But  every  hostile  attack,  in  a  time 
of  peace,  is  not  necessarily  pirati- 
cal. It  may  be  by  mistake,  or  in 
necessary  self-defence,  or  to  repel  a 
supposed  meditated  attack  by  pi- 
rates.   It  may  be  justifiable,  and 


then  no  blame  attaches  to  the  act ; 
or  it  may  be  without  just  excuse, 
and  then  it  carries  responsibility 
for  damages.  If  it  proceed  further, 
if  it  be  an  attack  from  revenge  and 
malignity,  from  eross  abuse  of  pow- 
er, and  a  settled  purpose  of  mis- 
chief, it  then  assumes  the  characte. 
of  a  private,  unauthorized  war,  anc 
may  be  punished  by  all  the  penal 
ties  which  the  law  of  nations  can 
properly  administer. — 1\\<t  Mart" 
anna  Flora,  11  Wheaton,  40  [41]; 
United  States  vs.  Brig  MaUk  Adhel, 
2  Howard,  236.  A  vessel  loses  her 
national  character  by  assuming  a 
piratical  character,  and  a  piracy 
committed  by  a  foreigner  from  on 
board  such  a  vessel  upon  any  other 
vessel  whatever  is  punishable  under 
§  8  of  the  act  of  1790  (i  Stat. 
113;  R.  S.  $  5360);  United  Sutes 
vs.  Pirates,  5  Wheaton,  p.  184.  See 
also  Foreign  Relations  of  theUnited 
Sutes,  1877,  pp.  442-447. 
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the  sea,  or  straits,  or  rivers;  neither  are  they  natural  chan- 
nels of  trade  or  commerce  over  which  all  nations  have  the 
right  of  innocent  passage.  Their  neutrality  in  time  of 
war  is  the  most  serious  question  that  can  arise  with  respect 
to  them,  and  this  can  only  be  secured  by  a  guarantee  of 
the  maritime  powers,  or  by  a  sufficient  ntmiber  of  them 
to  secure  the  observance  of  such  guarantee. 

The  Suez  and  Panama  Canals.  The  Suez  Canal,  tritun- 
phantly  opened  in  1869,  was  declared  neutralized  by  the 
international  treaty  of  October  29,  1888;  that  is  to  say, 
it  was  not  to  be  subject  to  blockade,  while,  alike  in  time  of 
war  as  of  peace,  it  should  be  free  to  vessels  of  war  or  com- 
merce without  distinction  of  flag.  The  Anglo-French  Agree- 
ment of  April  8, 1904,  opened  the  way  to  the  treaty's  prac- 
tical execution  at  the  same  time  that  it  adjusted  important 
aspects  of  the  Newfoimdland  fisheries,  the  Anglo-French 
spheres  in  Siam,  the  condominium  in  the  New  Hebrides,  etc. 
The  neutrality  provisions  of  the  Suez  treaty  of  1888  were 
incorporated  in  the  Hay-Pauncefote  treaty  of  November 
18,  1 90 1,  between  Great  Britain  and  the  United  States, 
by  which  treaty  the  United  States  was  to  have  a  free  hand 
in  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  ship-canal  across 
]he  Isthmus  of  Panama  or  at  Nicaragua.  The  neutrality 
tf  these  or  other  Central  American  canal  routes  had  been 
Hiaranteed  by  the  United  States  in  its  treaty  with  New 
vjrenada  (Colombia),  December  12,  1846,  and  in  the 
Clayton-Bulwer  treaty  with  Great  Britain,  April  19,  1850. 
Suez,  therefore,  is  internationally  neutralized;  Panama, 
like  the  Strait  of  Magellan,  is  agreed  to  be  open  to  vessels 
of  all  nations  on  equal  terms  and  at  all  times.  (The  Suez 
Canal  is  exhaustively  discussed  by  Dedreux  in  Der  Suez- 
kanal  im  internationalen  Rechte,  Tubingen,  19 13;  the 
Panama  treaties  and  agreements,  ratified  and  unratified, 
are  set  out  fully  in  the  United  States  Treaties  and  Con- 
ventions  of  igoQ,  together  with  Mr.  Garfield  Charles's  sup- 
plementary voltmie.  The  Panama  Canal  is  discussed  by 
the  late  General  Davis  in  ** Fortification  at  Panama,'* 
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American  Journal  of  International  Law,  October,  1909. 
The  diplomatic  history  of  the  canals  is  given  by  Professor 
Moore  in  Volume  3  of  his  Digest,  pages  1--269.) 

Submarine  Telegraph  Cables.  The  question  of  sub- 
marine cables  can  perhaps  be  best  discussed  in  connection 
with  the  high  seas  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  coasts  at 
which  they  terminate.  The  principle  of  the  freedom  of  the 
high  seas  has  long  been  recognized  at  international  law;  if, 
therefore,  the  surface  of  the  high  seas  be  free,  for  ptirposes 
of  commerce  and  navigation,  their  use  beneath  the  surface, 
for  any  economic  or  commercial  purpose,  must,  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  be  equally  free.  When  a  cable  reaches 
soundings,  however,  within  the  three-mile  limit,  it  passes 
under  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  state  within  whose 
tenitory  its  termini  station  is  located.  Questions  in  re- 
spect to  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  oceanic  cables, 
and  of  their  protection  from  injury  in  time  of  peace,  like  their 
neutrality  in  war,  can  only  be  effectively  regulated  by  the 
concerted  action  of  the  maritime  powers ;  the  former  of  these 
questions,  indeed,  has  already  been  made  the  subject  of 
treaty  stipulation. 

With  a  view  to  secure  such  international  action,  a  con- 
ference of  thirty-one  states,  convened  upon  the  invitation 
of  the  French  Government,  met  at  Paris  on  October  16, 
1882,  and  drew  up  a  project  having  for  its  purpose  the 
maintenance  of  submarine  cables  and  their  preservation 
from  injtiry.  As  a  result  of  this  conference,  a  protocol  was 
signed  by  the  representatives  of  thirty-one  states,  and  sub- 
mitted to  their  respective  governments  for  consideration. 
In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  a  second  conference  was 
held  at  Paris,  where,  on  March  14,  1884,  a  convention  was 
entered  into  which  was  signed  by  the  duly  authorized  rep- 
resentatives of  twenty-five  independent  states.  In  order 
to  give  the  contracting  parties  an  opportunity  for  the 
adoption  of  the  requisite  municipal  legislation,  the  ist  of 
January,  1884,  was  agreed  upon  as  the  date  when  the 
convention  was  to  become  operative.     The  ratifications 
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of  seventeen  states  were  exchanged  at  Paris  on  April  16, 
1885.  In  the  ''Situations"  of  the  United  States  War  Col- 
lege for  1 902 ,  page  19,  the  position  is  taken  that  *  *  a  cable  con- 
necting one  belligerent  and  a  neutral  territory  and  rendering 
unneutral  service  is  liable  to  interruption  by  the  other  bel- 
ligerent at  any  point  outside  of  neutral  jurisdiction. 

The^treaty  applies  to  such  legally  established  submarine 
cables  as  are,  or  may  be  landed,  on  the  territory  of  the  sig- 
natory powers.  It  gives  to  the  act  of  wilfully  injuring  or 
destroying  such  cables  the  character  of  a  penal  offence  ;  con- 
fers certain  rights  of  way  and  position  upon  vessels  engaged  in 
the  construction  or  repair  of  submarine  cables,  and  requires 
other  ships  to  keep  at  a  distance  of  one  nautical  mile  from 
vessels  so  engaged  ;  it  also  requires  all  vessels  (including  fish- 
ing craft)  to  pass  buoys,  marking  the  position  of  cables,  at  a 
distance  of  one-quarter  of  a  nautical  mile.  Offences  created 
by  the  treaty  are  triable  in  the  courts  of  the  state  to  which 
the  vessel  committing  the  offence  belongs,  and  proceedings 
and  trials  are  to  take  place  as  summarily  as  the  laws  of  such 
state  will  permit.  No  provision  is  made  for  the  neutrality  of 
submarine  cables,  or  for  their  use  in  war ;  indeed,  the  conven- 
tion contains  a  clause  providing  that  its  stipulations  shall  **  in 
nowise  affect  the  liberty  of  action  of.  belligerents.' 


»M 


'  Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the 
United  States.  1 776-1 887,  pp.  1176- 
1185.    By  a  clause  of  this  treaty 
the  commanding  officers  of  public 
armed  vessels  of  the  contracting 
parties,  if  they  have  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  a  merchant  vessel  has 
committed  an  offence  in  violation 
of  the  treaty,  are  authorized  to 
require  the  captain  of  such  vessel 
'  to  furnish  evidence  of  nationality, 
and  such  reports  in  respect  to  of- 
fences against  the  treaty  as  they 
^  may  submit  may  be  used  in  evi- 
'  dence  in  the  courts  of  the  state 
whose  flag  and  papers  such  offend- 
ing vessel  may  carry.     A  subse- 
quent declaration  respecting  ^he 


interpretation  of  articles  ii.  and 
vi.  of  the  convention  was  signed 
at  Paris  on  December  i,  1886,  and 
a  final  protocol,  signed  at  Paris  on 
July  7,  1887,  fixing  upon  May  i, 
1888,  as  the  date  upon  which  the 
instrument  was  to  become  finally 
operative,  were  ratified  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  on  May  i,  1888.— Trea- 
ties and  Conventions  of  the  United 
States,  pp.  1 1 84,  1 185.  For  other 
correspondence  in  respect  to  the 
execution  and  operation  of  this 
convention,  see  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  United  Sutes,  1883.  pp.  253- 
258,  294-296.  285-291.  296-298,  304. 
305  ;  Ibid.  1887,  pp.  360-368.  The 
Vni^^cJ  ^\SL\^^  by  ftn  A^^  Qf  <^tt- 
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Acquisition  of  Territory.  Territory  may  be  acquired  in 
several  ways,  of  which  the  principal  are : 

(a.)  By  Occupation.  This  method  is  applied  to  the  acquisi- 
tion of  those  portions  of  the  earth's  surface  which  are  either 
unoccupied  by  man»  or  are  inhabited  by  savage  or  uncivilized 
races,  who  are  unable,  or  who  have  not  the  desire,  to  establish 
those  relations  of  intercourse  with  other  states  which  are  rec- 
ognized by  the  rules  of  international  law.  As  little  territory 
remains  in  the  world  which  is  absolutely  unoccupied,  it  follows 
that  future  acquisitions  can  only  be  made  at  the  territorial  ex- 
pense of  weak  or  uncivilized  races  ;*  such,  indeed,  are  the  ac- 
quisitions which  are  now  being  made  by  the  different  states 
of  Europe  in  the  continents  of  Asia  and  Africa.  In  some  in- 
stances the  title  to  territory  thus  acquired  is  purchased  from 
the  prior  occupants ;  in  a  great  majority  of  cases,  however,  it 
is  obtained  by  an  exercise  of  superior  force. 

(^.)  By  Accretion,  This  method  of  acquiring  territory  re- 
sults from  an  operation  of  the  laws  of  nature,  and  consists  in 
the  acquisition  of  soil,  on  the  banks  of  rivers,  due  to  the  ero- 
sive action  of  the  current.  Such  an  increase  in  the  territory 
of  a  state  implies  a  corresponding  diminution  in  the  territory 
of  another.' 

(r.)  By  Treaty.  This  method  of  acquisition  corresponds  to 
the  alienation  of  real  estate  among  private  individuals;  the 
treaty  of  cession  corresponding  to  the  deed  of  conveyance, 
which  operates  to  transfer  the  ownership  of  land  from  one 


fress  which  was  approved  by  the 
'resident  on  February  29,  1888  (25 
Statutes  at  Large,  p.  41),  made  suit- 
able provision  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  treaty,  in  so  far  as  its  citi- 
zens or  other  persons  subjected  to 
its  jurisdiction  were  concerned.  See 
vol.xii.  Revue  de  DroitJntemation- 
al,  pp.  247-275  ;  XV.  ibid.  pi>.  17-43. 
1  One  of  the  paragraphs  in  Presi- 
dent Monroe's  message  in  1823, 
which  has  sometimes  been  erro- 
neously regarded  as  a  complete 
itatement  of  the  Monroe  doctrine. 


contained  the  declaration  that "  the 
American  continents,  by  the  free 
and  independent  condition  which 
they  have  assumed  and  main- 
tained* are  not  to  be  considered 
as  subjects  for  future  coloniza- 
tion by  any  European  power.  See. 
also  Revue  de  Droit  International, 
vol.  xviii.  p.  236;  vol.  XX.  p.  605  ; 
Jones  vs.  United  States,  137  United 
States,  202;  Smith  t^j. United  States,- 
137  United  States,  224. 

'  See  the  article,  p.  46,  entitled 
"  Rivers  as  Boundaries." 
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person  to  another.  The  consideration  actuating  the  transfer 
may  be  pecuniary,  or  there  may  be  an  exchange  of  portions 
of  territory,  or  the  transfer  may  be  made  in  deference  to  the 
wishes  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  ceded  district.' 

(d,)  By  Conquest y  or  by  Conquest  Completed  by  a  Treaty  of 
Peace.  Such  acquisitions  of  territory  are  in  the  highest  de- 
gree involuntary,  being  accomplished,  in  every  case,  by  an  ex- 
ercise  of  superior  force ;  such  transfers,  however,  are  none  the 
less  recognized  at  international  law,  and  titles  based  upon  con- 
quest are  as  valid  as  those  obtained  by  the  consent  of  the  in- 
terested states.* 


'  The  Louisiana  territory,  Flor- 
ida, the  Gadsden  purchase,  and  the 
territory  of  Alaska  are  examples 
of  acquisitions  by  treaty ;  the  con- 
sideration in  each  case  being  pe- 
cuniary. 

'  The  territoryacquired  from  Mex- 
ico in  consequence  of  the  war  with 
that  power   in   1845- 1848,   Cuba, 
Porto  Rico,  in  the  Western  Con- 
tinent, Alsace-Lorraine  in  Europe, 
and  the  territories  acquired  by  Rus- 
sia in  Europe,  and  by  the  United 
States  in  Asia,  are  examples  of  ac- 
quisitions of  territory  by^  concjuest 
perfected  by  treaty ;  the  acquisition 
of  territory  from  Mexico  by  the 
United   States    in    1848  was  also 
made  the  subject  of  a  pecuniary 
indemnity,  as  was  the  case  with  the 
acquisition  of  the  Philippine  Islands 
by  the  same  power  in  1898.    The 
conquest  of  a  country  or  portion  of 
a  country  by  a  public  enemy  entitles 
such  enemy  to  the  sovereignty,  and 
gives  him  civil  dominion  as  long  as 
he  retains  his  military  possession. 
Inhabitants  and  strangers  who  eo 
there  during  the  occupation  of  the 
enemy  must  talce  the  law  from  him 
as  the  ruler  de  facto,  and  not  from 
the  government  de  jure  which  has 
been  expelled.— IX  Opinions  of  At- 
torney-General, p.  140.  But  a  terri- 
tory conquered  by  an  enemy  is  not 
to  be  considerea  as  incorporated 


into  the  dominions  of  that  enemy, 
without  a  renunciation  in  a  treaty 
of  peace,  or  a  long  and  permanent 
.possession.  Until  such  incorpora- 
tion, it  is  still  entitled  to  the  full 
benefit  of  the  law  of  postliminy. — 
United  States  vs  Hayward,  2  Galli- 
son,  501.  A  revolutionary  party, 
lilce  a  foreign  belligerent  power,  is 
supreme  over  the  country  it  con- 
quers, as  far  and  as  long  as  its  arms 
can  carry  and  maintain  it. —  IX 
Opinions  of  Attorney- General,  p. 
14a  By  the  conquest  and  occupa- 
tion of  Castine,  that  territory  passed 
under  the  temporary  allegiance  and 
sovereignty  of  the  enemy.  The  sov- 
ereignty of  the  United  States  over 
the  territory  was  suspended  during 
such  occupation,  so  that  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  could  not  be 
rightfully  enforced  there,  or  be  obli- 
gatory upon  the  inhabitants  who  re- 
mained and  submitted  to  the  con- 
querors. —  Ibid,  2  Gallison,  501 ; 
Hall,  §§  205, 206 ;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
%  346,  note  169.  Rights  of  private 
property,  in  territory  acquired  by 
conquest,  undergo  no  change  as  a 
consequence  of  the  fact  of  con- 
quest.— United  States  vs,  Perche- 
man,  7  Peters,  51-87;  III  Philli- 
more,  pp.  863-868;  II  Halleck,  pp. 
505-507 ;  Strother  vs.  Lucas,  12  Pe- 
ters, 410. 
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Servitudes 

Origin  and  Application  of  the  Term.  The  term  servitude 
is  borrowed  from  the  Roman  law,  and  is  applied  in  the  inter- 
national relations  of  states  to  express  an  obligation  upon  the 
part  of  one  state-ta  permit  a  thing- te  be  done  or  a  right  to  be 
enjoyed,  by  another  state,  within  or  upon  its  territory.  The 
thing  done,  or  the  right  enjoyed,  however,  must  not  be  suffi- 
cient in  amount  or  importance  to  constitute  a  restriction  upon 
the  sovereignty  or  independence  of  the  servient  or  subordi- 
nate state/  The  state  enjoying  the  benefit  or  privilege  of  the 
servitude  is  called  the  dominant  state.  The  state  lying  under 
the  obligation  involved  is  called  the  servient  state.  The  exist- 
ence of  a  servitude  is  not  inconsistent  with  entire  sovereignty 
and  independence  on  the  part-of  the  servient  state.  The  fol- 
lowing examples  are  illustrations  of  servitudes:  Suppose  two 
states,  A  and  B,  to  be  separated  by  a  river ;  A  may  lie  under 
a  servitude  to  B  not  to  construct  works  of  improvement  upon 
the  boundary  river  which  shall  injure  the  opposite  bank.  Sup- 
pose two  states,  <3  and  D,  to  be  situated,  one  above  the  other, 
upon  the  course  of  a  navigable  river,  the  mouth  and  lower 
waters  being  situated  in  the  territory  of  C ;  C  may  lie  under  a 
servitude  to  D  of  allowing  its  citizens  the  privilege  of  navi- 
gating the  river  to  the  sea ;  D  may  lie  under  an  obligation  to 
C  not  to  use  the  banks  of  the  river  within  the  territory  of  C 
for  the  purpose  of  loading  and  unloading  cargoes. 

How  Created  and  Terminated*  Servitudes  may  exist  by 
immemorial  prescription,  such  existence  being  tacitly  or  ex- 
pressly recognized  by  other  states.  Such,  in  great  part,  was 
the  case  of  the  Danish  Sound  Dues.  They  may  also  be  cre- 
ated by  treaty,  and  may  be  amended,  increased,  or  modified  in 
the  same  manner.    They  may  be  extinguished  by  treaty,  by 

*  Under  the  name  of  easements  by  the  sovereign  authority  of  the 

the  principle  of  servitudes  is  recog-  state,  an  easement  must,  according 

nized  by  the  common  law,  with  this  to  the  common  law,  originate  in  an 

difference,  however,  that  whereas  a  agreement  between  the  interested 

servitude  could  have  been  imposed  parties, 
upon  an  individual  or  his  property 
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non-user,  and  in  some  cases  by  forcible  denial  of  the  obligation. 
They  must  consist  in  an  obligation  to  allow  a  thing  to  be 
done,  or  a  right  to  be  exercised,  or  in  refraining  from  doing 
a  thing;  they  can  never  consist  in  an  obligation  to  do  a  thing.* 
They  are  further  classified  into  positive  and  negative,  A  posi- 
tive servitude  consists  in  allowing  a  thing  to  be  done,  or  a  right 
to  be  exercised  upon  the  territory  of  the  servient  state ;  a  neg- 
ative servitude  consists  in  refraining  from  the  exercise  of  a 
right  by  a  servient  state. 

Examples  of  Servitude.  A  servitude  created  by  treaty 
is  seen  in  the  lease  by  Cuba,  July  2 ,  1 903 ,  of  land  for  naval 
stations,  the  lease,  nevertheless,  being  solely  intended  as  an 
aid  to  the  United  States  in  maintaining  Cuban  indepen- 
dence and  the  protection  of  the  Cuban  population;  the 
initial  article  of  the  treaty  reads: 

Article  I 

The  United  States  of  America  agrees  and  covenants  to  pay  to  the 
Republic  of  Cuba  the  annual  sum  of  two  thousand  dollars,  in  gold  coin 
of  the  United  States,  as  long  as  the  former  shall  occupy  and  use  said 
areas  of  land  by  virtue  of  said  Agreement. 

All  private  lands  and  other  real  property  within  said  areas  shall 
be  acquired  forthwith  by  the  Republic  of  Cuba. 

The  United  States  of  America  agrees  to  furnish  to  the  Republic  of 
Cuba  the  sums  necessary  for  the  purchase  of  said  private  lands  and 
properties  and  such  sums  shall  be  accepted  by  the  Republic  of  Cuba 
as  advance  payment  on  account  of  rental  due  by  virtue  of  said  Agree- 
ment. 

Extra-territorial  Jurisdiction  of  a  State 

Nature  and  Extent.  It  has  been  seen  that  sovereignty  and 
territory  are,  in  general,  conterminous;  tinder  certain  cir- 
cumstances, however,  a  state  may  exercise  jurisdiction  over 
its  subjects  beyond  its  strict  territorial  limits;  this  exten- 
sion of  jurisdiction  is  sanctioned  in  the  following  cases: 

(a.)  Over  its  irierchant  vessels  on  the  high  seas ;  in  matters 
which  relate  exclusively  to  persons  on  board,  this  jurisdiction, 
as  will  presently  be  seen,  follows  them  into  the  ports  and  ter- 

*I  Phillimore,  §  281;  Morey,  Outlines  of  Roman  Law,  pp.  288-293. 
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ritorial  waters  of  foreign  states  into  which  they  may  pass  in 
the  prosecution  of  a  voyage. 

{6.)  Over  crimes  committed  by  its  subjects  in  territory  oc- 
cupied by  savages,  or  unoccupied,  and  not  claimed  by  any 
civilized  power.  If  this  jurisdiction  were  pot  assumed  such 
crimes  as  kidnapping,  engaging  in  the  slave-Wade,  etc.,  would 
go  unpunished.  For  this  reason  most  states,  in  their  munici- 
pal laws,  provide  for  their  trial  and  punishment. 

(c.)  Over  the  crime  of  piracy,  by  whomsoever  committed, 
on  the  high  seas,  or  on  land  without  the  jurisdiction  of  any 
civilized  state. 

A  similar  immunity  from  local  jurisdiction  attends  its  pub- 
lic armed  vessels,  its  armies  in  the  fiejd,  and  other  organized 
bodies  of  its  land-forces,  its  sovereign,  its  ambassadors  and 
public  ministers,  and,  in  certain  cases,  its  consular  representa- 
tives; these  will  presently  be  discussed  under  the  head  of 
*^  Ex-territoriality/'  * 

Merchant  Vessels  on  the  High  Seas.  Merchant  vessels 
on  the  high  seas  are,  for  purposesof  jurisdiction,  acknowledged 
to  be  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  state  whose  papers  they 
carry ;  crimes,  by  whomsoever  committed,  and  causes  of  action 
arising  on  board,  to  which  passengers  or  members  of  the  crew 
are  parties,  are  triable  by  its  courts;  such  jurisdiction  in  crim- 
inal cases  is  not  aflFected  by  the  fact  that  the  accused  is  a  for- 
eigner to  the  nationality  of  the  ship,  the  case  being  precisely 
the  same  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  within  the  ter- 
ritorial limits  of  the  state  under  whose  flag  she  sails.'     From 


^I  Halleck,  chap.  vii.  §§  24-26; 
Manning,  pp.  1 17-122;  Hall.  |§  47- 
61 ;  I  Ortolan,  chapters  ix.  and  x.; 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  120;  Dana's 
Wheaton.  §  95. 

•  Cas^  of  John  Anderson:  An- 
derson was  a  British  subject  and  was 
employed  as  an  ordinary  seaman  on 
board  a  vessel  carrying  the  Amer- 
ican flag.  On  January  31,  1879, 
while  on  the  high  seas,  Anderson 
assaulted  and  kiued  the  chief  mate 
of  the  vessel  on  which  he  was  em- 


ployed. On  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
m  Calcutta,  Anderson  was  arrested 
by  the  local  authorities  on  a  charge 
of  manslaughter,  for  which  he  was 
tried  and  convicted.  Upon  the 
representations  of  the  United  States 
the  British  Government  expressed 
its  regret  at  the  action  of  the  local 
authorities,  and  its  substantial  con- 
currence in  the  views  above  set 
forth  in  respect  to  criminal  juris- 
diction on  the  high  seas. — I  Digr. 
Int.  Law,  §§  33,  33a;  I  Halleck. 
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this  principle  it  follows  that,  in  time  of  peace,  these  ships  are 
exempt  from  visitation  and  search  by  foreign  vessels  of  war, 
except  in  strict  accordance  with  treaty  stipulations.  They 
are  subject,  however,  to  such  visitation  and  examination  by 
public  armed  vessels  of  their  own  nation  as  may  be  authorized 
by  its  municipal  laws.'  1 

Merchant  Vessels  in  Foreign  Ports.  So  soon,  however, 
as  a  merchant  ship  enters  a  foreign  port  it  is  subject  in  cer- 
tain respects  to  the  municipal  laws,  and  especially  to  the 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  country  in  which  the  port  is  sit- 
uated. For  any  unlawful  acts  done  by  her  while  thus  lying 
in  the  port  of  a  foreign  state,  and  for  all  contracts  entered  into 
while  there,  by  her  master  or  owners,  she  is  made  answerable 
to  the  laws  of  the  place ;  nor  can  an  immunity  from  the  oper- 
ation of  the  local  law  be  claimed  for  her  master  or  crew  if  they 
break  the  peace  or  disturb  public  order  in  such  port  by  the 
commission  of  crimes.  But  the  comity  and  practice  of  nations 
have  established  the  rule  of  international  law  that  such  vessel, 
so  situated,  is,  for  the  general  purpose  of  governing  and  regu- 
lating the  rights,  duties,  and  obligations  of  those  on  board,  to 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  territory  of  the  nation  to  which 
she  belongs.'  It  therefore  follows  that  acts  happening  on 
board  which  do  not  concern  the  tranquillity  of  the  port,  or 
affect  persons  foreign  to  the  crew,  are  not  amenable  to  the 
local  jurisdiction ;  such  matters  being,  as  a  rule,  justiciable 
only  by  the  courts  of  the  state  to  which  the  vessel  belongs.' 


chap.  vii.  $  24  ;  Wheaton,  part  ii. 
chap.  ii.  S  106 ;  Vattel,  liv.  1.,  chap, 
xix.  8  216;  Grotius,  liv.  ii.  chap.  iii. 
{ 13;  I  Ortolan,  chap.  ziii. ;  V  Pra- 
dier-Fod6re,  |§  2263-2265.  See  also 
the  article  on  "  Exterritoriality/' 
by  M.  Jules  Valery,  in  Revue  de 
Droit  International,  vol.  xzix.  pp. 
5-25;  Crapo  T/i.  Kelly,  16  Wal- 
lact,  610;  Wilson  vs.  McNamee, 
102  U.  S.  574;  Rs  Moncan,  XIV 
Fed.  Rep.  44. 

'I  Ortolan,  chap,  xii.;  Woolsey, 
S  S4;   I   Halieck,  chap.  vii.  }  20; 


I  Dig.  Int.  Law.  §  33;  Hall.  §  45; 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  120. 

'  I  Halleck,  chap.  vii.  $  26; 
Wheaton,  part  ii.chap.  ii.§§  loi,  102; 
Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap,  xxiii.  §§  290. 295 ; 


I  Ortolan,  chap.  xiii. ;  Hall,  §§_58, 
59;  Woolsey.  §  68;  V  Pradier-Fo- 
d6r6,  §§2417-2437. 

» I  Halleck.  chap.  vii.  §  26.  The 
principle  which  governs  the  whole 
matter  is  this :  disorders  which  dis- 
turb only  the  peace  of  the  ship  or 
those  on  board  are  to  be  dealt  with 
exclusively  by  the  sovereignty  of 
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Wildenhus  Case.  This  occurred  in  October,  1886.  The 
steamer  Noardland^  a  merchant  vessel  carrying  the  Belgian 
flag,  was  lying  at  its  pier  in  Jersey  City,  a  place  within  the 
territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  State  of  New  Jersey.  During  an 
affray  which  occurred  on  board  the  vessel,  Wildenhus  made  a 
murderous  assault  upon  one  Fijens,  both  being  members  of 


the  home  of  the  ship;  but  those 
which  disturb  the  public  p)eace  may 
be  suppressed,  and.  if  need  be,  the 
offenders  punished  by  the  proper 
authorities  of  the  local  jurisdiction. 
It  may  not  be  easy  at  all  times 
to  determine  to  which  of  the  two 
jurisdictions  a  particular  act  of  dis- 
order belongs.  Much  will  undoubt- 
edly depend  on  the  attending  cir- 
cumstances of  the  particular  case, 
but  all  must  concede  that  feloni- 
ous homicide  is  a  subject  for  the 
local  jurisdiction,  and  that  if  the 
proper  authorities  are  proceeding 
with  the  case  in  the  regular  way, 
the  consul  has  no  rieht  to  prevent 
it. — Wildenhu's  vs.  United  States, 
1 20  United  States,  i .  Elsewhere,  in 
the  discussion  of  the  same  case,  the 
court  makes  use  of  the  following 
language :  "  From  experience,  how- 
ever, it  was  found  long  ago  that  it 
would  be  beneficial  to  commerce 
if  the  local  government  would  ab- 
stain from  interfering  with  the  in- 
ternal discipline  of  the  ship,  and 
the  general  regulation  of  the  rights 
and  duties  of  the  officers  and  crew 
towards  the  vessel  or  among  them- 
selves. And  so  by  comity  it  came 
to  be  generally  understood  among 
civilized  nations  that  all  matters  of 
discipline  and  all  things  done  on 
board,  which  affected  only  the  ves- 
sel or  those  belonging  to  her,  and 
did  not  involve  the  peace  or  dig- 
nity of  the  country,  or  the  tran- 
quillity of  the  port,  should  by  the 
government  be  left  to  be  dealt  with 
by  the  authorities  of  the  nation  to 
which  the  vessel  belonged  as  the 
laws  of  that  nation  or  the  interests 


of  its  commerce  should  require. 
But  if  crimes  are  committed  on 
board  of  such  a  character  as  to  dis- 
turb the  peace  and  tranquillity  of 
the  count rj'  to  which  the  vessel 
has  been  brought,  the  offenders 
have  never,  by  comity  or  usage, 
been  entitled  to  any  exemption 
from  the  operation  of  the  local  laws 
for  their  punishment,  if  the  local 
tribunals  see  fit  to  ^a^Sfirt  their 
authority.'*— Wildenhus'^^JJnited 
States,  120  United  States,  i.  "Mer- 
chant ships  are  a  part  of  the  terri- 
tory of  their  country,  and  are  so 
treated  oil  the  high  seas,  and  par- 
tially, but  not  wholly  so,  while  in 
the  territorial  waters  of  a  foreign 
country.  Crimes  committed  on 
board  ship  on  the  high  seas  are 
triable  in  the  country  to  which  she 
belongs.  In  port,  the  local  author- 
ity has  jurisdiction  of  acts  com- 
mitted on  board  of  a  foreign  mer- 
chant ship  while  in  port,  provided 
those  acts  affect  the  peace  of  the 
port,  but  not  otherwise;  and  its 
jurisdiction  does  not  extend  toacts 
internal  to  the  ship,  or  occurring 
on  the  high  seas.  The  authority 
of  the  ship's  country  in  these  cases 
is  not  taken  away  by  the  fact  that 
the  actors  are  foreigners,  provided 
they  be  of  the  crew  or  passengers 
of  the  ship.  The  local  authority 
has  right  to  enter  on  board  a  for- 
eign merchant-man  in  port  for  the 
purpose  of  inquiry  universally,  but 
for  the  purpose  of  arrest  only  in 
matters  within  its  ascertained  juris- 
diction.—The  Atlanta,  VIII  Opin- 
ions of  Attorney-General,  p.  73. 
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• 

the  crew  of  the  Noardland.  Wildenhus  was  arrested  by  the 
local  authorities  under  a  charge  of  murder,  whereupon  a  pe- 
tition was  presented  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  for 
the  Eastern  District  of  New  Jersey,  for  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus, with  a  view  to  secure  the  release  of  the  offender  in  order 
to  cause  him  to  be  transferred  to  the  custody  of  the  Belgian 
consul.  This  on  the  ground  that,  by  the  law  of  nations,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  1880,  between 
the  United  States  and  Belgium,  the  State  of  New  Jersey  was 
without  jurisdiction  in  the  case.  The  application  for  the  writ 
was  denied  and  the  prisoner  was  remanded  to  the  custody  of 
the  state  authorities,  and  the  case  was  carried  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  on  appeal.  It  was  there  decided 
that  article  xii.  of  the  treaty  of  March  9,  1880,*  between 
Belgium  and  the  United  States,  conferring  power  upon  Bel- 
gian consuls  in  the  United  States  to  take  cognizance  of  differ- 
ences between  captains,  officers,  and  crews  of  Belgian  merchant 
vessels  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  and  providing  that 
the  local  authorities  shall  not  interfere  except  when  a  disorder 
arises  of  such  a  nature  as  to  disturb  tranquillity  or  public  order 
on  shore  or  in  the  port,  does  not  apply  to  a  case  of  felonious 
homicide  committed  on  board  a  Belgian  merchant  vessel  in  a 
port  of  the  United  States ;  and  does  not  deprive  the  local  au- 
thorities of  the  port  of  jurisdiction  over  such  a  crime,  com- 
mitted by  one  Belgian  upon  the  person  of  another  Belgian, . 
both  belonging  to  the  crew  of  the  vessel.' 

Cases  of  the  "  Sally"  and  the  "  Newton."  The  Sally  was 
an  American  merchant  vessel  in  the  port  of  Marseilles,  and  the 
Newton  was  a  vessel  of  the  same  character  in  the  port  of  Ant- 
werp, then  under  the  dominion  of  France.  In  the  case  of  the 
Sally,  the  mate,  in  the  alleged  exercise  of  discipline  over  the 
crew,  had  inflicted  a  severe  wound  upon  one  of  the  seamen ; 
in  that  of  the  Newton  one  seaman  had  made  an  assault  on  an- 

*  Treaties  and  Conventions   of  120  United  States,   i.      See  also 

the  United  States,  1776-1887,  pp.  Reg.  vs,  Keyn.  L.  R.  2  Exch.  Div 

80-84.  63;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  35,  35a. 

'  Wildenhus  vs.  United  States, 
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Other  seaman  in  the  vessel's  boat.  In  each  case  the  proper 
consul  of  the  United  States  claimed  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
the  oifence,  and  a  similar  claim  was  advanced,  in  each  case, 
by  the  authorities  of  the  port.  The  French  Council  of  State 
pronounced  against  the  jurisdiction  of  the  local  tribunals. 
This  was  clearly  because  the  things  done  were  not  such  as  to 
disturb  the  peace  or  tranquillity  of  the  port.* 

The  Principle  of  Exterritoriality 

Definition;  Application.  In  a  limited  number  of  cases 
states  permit  the  jurisdiction  of  other  states  to  be  exercised 
within  their  territory.  This  is  called  the  principle  of  exterri- 
toriality.  It  is  a  fiction  of  law,  invented  to  explain  certain 
immunities  and  exemptions  from  the  local  law,  which  are  rec- 
ognized by  all  nations  in  their  dealings  with  each  other.  It 
does  not  explain  all  of  the  circumstances  that  may  arise  in 
any  of  the  cases  to  which  it  is  applied,  but  it  accounts  for 
many,  or  most  of  them,  more  satisfactorily  than  does  any  other 
method  of  treatment  that  has  been  proposed. 

From  the  definition  of  a  sovereign  state  it  is  apparent  that 
such  an  exercise  of  jurisdiction  can  only  be  possible  with  the 
tacit  or  express  consent  of  the  state  within  whose  territory  it 
is  exercised.'  It  is  therefore  based  upon  comity,  and  is  held 
to  apply  in  the  following  cases : 

(i.)  To  Ships-of-War  in  Foreign  Ports.  It  has  been  seen 
that  the  public  armed  vessels  of  a  state,  while  on  the  high 
seas,  are,  like  those  of  its  merchant  marine,  subject  only  to 
the  law  of  the  state  under  whose  flag  they  sail.  By  the  gen- 
eral consent  of  nations  this  immunity  from  local  jurisdiction 
is  extended,  in  the  case  of  public  armed  vessels,  to  cover  the 
period  of  their  sojourn  in  the  ports  or  other  territorial  waters 
of  a  foreign  state.  There  has  been  considerable  discussion  as 
to  whether  the  exemption  accorded  to  ^hips-of-war  can  be 

'Dana's  Wheaton,   §§  103,  104.  Mer.  p.  271;  Annexe  J.  p.  445;  I 

note  63  :  Snow,  Leading  Cases,  p.  Phillimore,  352. 

121;  Pitt-Cobbett.  Leading  Cases,  *  Case  of  the  £lrrA<i/5f  ^,  7  Cranch, 

p.  74;  I  Ortolan,  Diplomatie^lj  j[j^^  116,  136. 
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claimed  as  a  matter  of  strict  right,  or  is  based  upon  the  com- 
ity of  nations.  The  latter  view  is  now  generally  accepted. 
The  board  of  arbitration  in  the  Geneva  case  ruled  that  '*  the 
privilege  of  exterritoriality  accorded  to  vessels  of  war  has  been 
admitted  into  the  law  of  nations ;  not  as  an  absolute  right, 
but  solely  as  a  proceeding  founded  on  the  principles  of  courtesy 
and  mutual  deference  between  different  nations.*''  In  this 
view  Phillimore  and  Story  agree.* 

If,  for  reasons  of  state,  the  ports  of  a  nation  generally,  or 
any  particular  ports,  be  closed  against  vessels  of  war  generally, 
or  the  vessels  of  war  of  any  particular  nation,  notice  is  usually 
given  of  such  determination."  If  there  is  no  such  prohibition 
the  ports  of  a  friendly  nation  are  considered  as  open  to  the 
public  ships-of-war  of  all  powers  with  whom  it  is  at  peace,  and 
those  vessels  are  supposed  to  enter  such  ports  and  remain  in 
them  under  the  protection  of  the  government  of  the  place.* 

Extent  of  the  Privilege.  War  vessels  are  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  port  in  matters  of  quarantine,  and  are  re- 
quired to  obey  the  local  revenue  laws  and  the  port  regulations 
on  the  subject  of  anchorage,  lights,  and  harbor  police.*  They 
may  be  compelled,  by  force  if  need  be,  to  observe  such  regula- 
tions as  may  be  deemed  necessary,  by  the  state  in  whose  ports 
they  may  be,  for  the  maintenance  of  its  neutrality. 

The  privilege  of  exterritoriality  does  not  apply  to  members 


'Decision  Geneva  Tribunal,  p.  184. 

'A  public  armed  vessel,  in  the 
service  of  a  sovereign  at  peace  with 
the  United  States,  is  not  within  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction  of  our  tribu- 
nals while  in  a  port  of  the  United 
States.  But  the  sovereign  power 
of  the  United  States  may  interpose 
and  igipart  such  jurisdiction.  If 
there  be  no  prohibition,  the  ports 
of  a  friendly  nation  are  considered 
as  open  to  the  public  ships  of  all 
powers  with  whom  it  is  at  peace, 
and  they  are  supposed  to  enter 
such  ports,  and  to  remain  in  them, 
while  allowed  to  remain,  under  the 
protection  of  the  government  of 


the  place.  The  implied  license, 
under  which  such  vessel  enters  a 
friendly  port,  may  reasonably  be 
construed,  and,  it  seems  to  the 
court,  ought  to  be  construed,  as 
containing  an  exemption  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  sovereign,  with- 
in whose  territory  she  claims  the 
rights  of  hospitality.  —  The  £x- 
change,  7  Cranch,  116;  The  Santts- 
sima  Trinidad,  7  Wheaton,  283 ;  I 
Phillimore.  §  344. 

•  Case  of  the  Exchange,  7  Cranch, 
141. 

*I  Halleck,  pp.  188.  189;  I  Orto- 
lan, chap.  X. ;  Hall,  §  5$ ;  Snow, 
Leading  Cases,  pp.  33-36. 
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of  the  ship's  company  on  shore.  The  local  laws  apply  to 
them,  under  such  circumstances,  as  fully  and  strictly  as  to  any 
citizen  of  the  state,  or  to  any  foreign  sojourner.  Crimes  com- 
mitted by  officers  of  a  public  armed  vessel  or  by  members  of 
its  crew  on  shore,  therefore,  may  not  only  be  judicially  noticed 
by  the  local  tribunals,  but  may  be  made  the  subject  of  com- 
plaint in  the  diplomatic  way.* 

Exemption  from  Process.  The  exemption  of  ships-of-war 
from  local  jurisdiction  and  process  has  been  authoritatively 
discussed  by  Chief- justice  Marshall  in  the  case  of  the  Ex- 
change, **  If  there  be  no  prohibition,  the  ports  of  a  friendly 
nation  are  considered  as  open  to  the  public  ships  of  all  powers 
with  whom  it  is  at  peace  ;  and  those  vessels  are  supposed  to 
enter  such  ports  and  remain  in  them  under  the  protection  of 
the  government  of  the  place.  Whether  the  public  ships-of- 
war  of  one  nation  enter  the  ports  of  another  friendly  nation 


1  Bluntschlip  Le  Droit  Interna- 
tional Codifi6,  liv.  iv.  §  321 ;  Pin- 
heiro  Ferreira.  Cours  de  Droit 
Public,  tit.  ii.  art.  xviii.  §  50; 
Hautefeuille,  Droit  des  Nations 
Neutres,  tome  i.  p.  349;  I  Hal- 
leck,  p.  190.  The  privilege  stands 
upon  principles  of  public  conven- 
ience, and  arises  from  the  presumed 
consent  or  license  of  nations,  that 
foreign  public  ships  coming  into 
home  ports  and  demeaning  them- 
selves according  to  law,  and  in  a 
friendly  manner,  shall  be  exempt 
from  tne  local  jurisdiction.  *'  But 
as  such  consent  and  license  are  im- 
plied only  from  the  general  usage 
of  nations,  they  may  be  withdrawn 
upon  notice  at  any  time  without 
just  offence;  and  if  afterwards  such 
public  ships  come  into  our  ports, 
they  are  amenable  to  our  laws  in 
the  same  manner  as  are  other  ves- 
sels." But,  unless  withdrawn,  it  is 
presumed  to  be  conceded.  And  it 
is  now  settled  that  foreign  ships-of- 
war  and  boats,  the  particular  prop- 
erty of  a  foreign  sovereign,  ^^re 


not  liable  to  process,  though  the 
ships  and  boats  be  at  the  time  of 
the  cause  of  action  in  the  terri- 
torial waters  of  the  state  of  proc- 
ess. —  The  Exchange^  7  Cranch, 
116,  145;  the  Santissima  Trinidad, 
7  Wheaton,  283;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law. 
§  36.  A  foreign  ship- of- war,  or 
any  prize  of  hers  in  command  of 
a  public  officer,  possesses,  in  the 
ports  of  the  United  States,  the 
rights  of  exterritoriality,  and  is  not 
subject  to  the  local  jurisdiction. 
A  prisoner  of  war  on  board  a  for- 
eign man-of-war,  or  of  her  prize, 
cannot  be  released  by  habeas  cor- 
pus issuing  from  courts  either  of 
the  United  States  or  of  a  particular 
state.  Bu(  if  such  prisoner  of  war 
be  taken  on  shore,  he  becomes  sub- 
ject to  the  local  jurisdiction  or  not, 
according  as  it  may  be  agreed  be- 
tween the  political  authorities  of 
the  belligerent  and  neutral  power. 
— The  President  and  Prize.  VII 
Opin.  Att. -Gen.  p.  122  Gushing 
(1855);  V  Pradier-Fodere,§§i36o- 
2400, 
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under  the  license  implied  by  the  absence  of  any  prohibition, 
or  under  an  express  stipulation  by  treaty,  they  are  equally  ex- 
empt from  the  local  jurisdiction.*'* 

CcLse  oftfu  "  Sitka^  In  1856,  during  the  continuance  of  the 
Crimean  War,  the  Sitka^  a  Russian  vessel  which  had  been 
captured  by  a  public  armed  vessel  of  Great  Britain,  entered 
the  port  of  San  Francisco.  She  was  navigated  by  a  prize- 
crew  which  conferred  upon  her  the  character  of  a  public  armed 
vessel,  and  she  had  on  board,  at  the  time  of  her  entry,  several 
Russian  prisoners.  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  was  issued  by  a 
court  of  the  State  of  California  and  served  upon  the  command- 
ing officer  of  the  Sitka,  who  sailed  out  of  the  harbor,  without 
making  the  required  return  to.  the  mandate  of  the  writ*  The 
matter  was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  United  States  Gov- 
ernment, by  whom  it  was  referred  to  the  Attorney-General 
for  an  opinion  as  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction  involved.  It 
was  held  by  that  officer  that  a  prisoner  of  war,  on  board  a  for- 
eign ship-of-war,  could  not  be  released  by  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus issued  by  a  court  of  the  United  States,  or  by  the  court  of 
a  particular  state  ;  on  the  ground  that,  so  long  as  such  prison- 
er remained  on  board  the  ship,  they  were  in  the  territory  and 
jurisdiction  of  their  sovereign.  There  the  neutral  had  no  right 
to  meddle  with  them.  It  was  held,  however,  that  if  such 
prisoner  be  taken  on  shore,  he  becomes  subject  to  local  juris- 
diction, or  not,  according  as  it  may  be  agreed  between  the 
political  authorities  of  the  belligerent  and  neutral  power.* 

Case  oft/te  ''Maine:'  The  United  States  battle-ship  Maine 
entered  the  harbor  of  Havana,  Cuba,  on  January  25,  1898. 
Immediately  upon  her  arrival,  the  customary  civilities  were 
exchanged  and  the  vessel  was  conducted,  by  a  government 
pilot,  to  the  anchorage  assigned  her,  as  a  foreign  vessel  of  war, 
by  the  local  naval  authorities.     Here  the  ship  remained  at 

'  Case  of  the  Exchange,  7  Cranch.  lix,  liv.  ii.  title  ix.  chap.  i. ;  Haute- 

116;   the  Sanitssima    Trinidad,  7  feuille,  title  vi.  chap.  i.  §  i ;  Blunt- 

Whcatonp  325;  I  Halleck,  chap.  vi.  schli,  §  321. 

$§  25,  26;  Wheaton,  §  loi ;   Hall.  §  ■  Pitt-Cobbett,  Leading  Cases,  p. 

44;  1  Ortolan, Diplomatiede  la Mer,  36;  Hall,  p.  189;  VII  Opinions  of 

liv.  ii.chap.  x.;  Heflter,  §  79;  Foe-  Attorney-Ueneral  U.  S.  p.  122. 
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anchor  for  a  period  of  about  three  weeks.  During  that  time 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  special  measures  of  precaution 
were  resorted  to  by  the  Spanish  Government  with  a  view  to 
insure  the  safety  of  the  visiting  vessel.  At  9.40  P.M.  on  Feb- 
ruary 15th,  being  at  the  time  moored  to  the  buoy  assigned  her 
upon  her  arrival,  the  Maine  was  destroyed  by  the  explosion 
of  a  submarine  mine  which  caused  the  incidental  e:^plosion  of 
one  or  more  of  her  forward  magazines.  A  naval  court  of  in- 
quiry was  immediately  convened  by  order  of  the  United  States 
Government,  which,  after  a  careful  and  exhaustive  investiga- 
tion of  the  circumstances,  reached  the  opinion  that  the  de- 
struction of  the  vessel  was  caused  by  the  explosion  of  a  mine 
exterior  to  the  ship,  and  was  not  due  to  the  fault  or  negli- 
gence of  her  officers  or  crew.  An  inquiry  instituted  by  the 
Spanish  Government,  after  a  less  complete  investigation,  is 
believed  to  have  reached  a  different  conclusion  ;  but  the  posi- 
tion of  certain  parts  of  the  ship's  structure,  in  consequence  of 
the  explosion,  including  portions  of  the  keel,  the  outer  shell, 
and  the  outside  bottom  plating,  were  such  as  to  offer  con- 
clusive proof  that  the  destruction  was'  due  to  an  exterior 
explosion.'  By  whom  and  under  what  circumstances  the  de- 
struction was  caused  has  never  been  determined.  It  is  prop- 
er to  say,  however,  that  the  act  was  promptly  disclaimed  by 
the  local  colonial  authorities,  and  it  has  never  been  authori- 
tatively suggested  that  the  injury  was  ordered,  or  authorized, 
or  even  countenanced,  by  any  branch  or  portion  of  the  gov- 
ernmental authority  of  Spain. 

Although  the  relations  existing  between  the  governments  of 
the  United  States  and  Spain  were  strained  at  the  time  of  the 
occurrence,  the  circumstances  attending  the  entry  of  the  vessel 
were  by  no  means  unusual,  and  the  visit  was  not  made  until  a 
conference  had  been  had  with  the  Spanish  minister  in  Wash- 
ington, in  which  the  renewal  of  the  visits  of  public  armed  ves- 
sels of  the  United  States  to  Spanish  waters  had  been  discussed 

*  Message  of  President  McKin-     finding  of  the  Maine  Court  of  In- 
ley  of  March  2S»  1898,  transmitting     quiry. 
to  Congress  the  proceedings  and 
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and  accepted,  and  the  governmental  authorities  at  Madrid  and 
Havana  had  been  advised  of  the  purpose  of  the  United  States 
Government  to  resume  friendly  naval  visits  at  Cuban  ports,  and 
that  in  that  view  the  Maine  would  forthwith  call  at  the  port  of 
Havana/ 

The  case  is  novel  at  international  law  in  that  it  gives  rise  to 
a  question  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  responsibility 
incurred  by  a  state  which,  under  the  circumstances  above  set 
forth,  perpfiits  a  foreign  vessel  of  war  to  enter  its  territorial 
waters.  The  rule  of  international  law  applying  to  the  case  is 
believed  to  be  correctly  stated  by  Chief-justice  Marshall  in 
the  case  of  the  Exchange  in  the  following  terms:  Unless 
closed  by  local  law,  '^  the  ports  of  a  friendly  nation  are  consid- 
ered as  open  to  the  public  ships  of  all  powers  with  whom  it  is 
at  peace,  and  they  are  supposed  to  enter  such  ports,  and  to  re- 
main in  them,  while  allowed  to  remain,  under  the  protection 
of  the  government  of  the  place.**"  The  privilege  of  exter- 
ritoriality is  admitted  to  extend  only  to  the  officers  and  crews 
of  public  armed  vessels,  and  goes  no  further  than  to  exempt 
the  vessel  and  crew  from  the  operation  of  the  local  laws.  It 
confers  no  authority  upon  the  officers  of  a  visiting  vessel  to 
resort  to  measures  of  defence,  or  of  precautionary  police,  out- 
side the  ship,  or  within  the  territorial  waters  of  the  state  in 
Avhose  harbor  it  is  anchored ;  for  such  protection  from  purely 
external  injury  the  ship  must  rely  upon  the  efforts  of  the  local 
authorities,  whose  duty  and  responsibility  it  is  to  resort  to 
such  measures  of  precaution  as  are  suggested  by  the  emer- 
gency of  the  occasion. 

Where  independent  nations  are  concerned,  the  degree  of 
care  to  be  shown  by  one  state  in  order  to  prevent  injury  to 
another,  where  such  duty  of  prevention  exists,  is  perhaps  best 
described  by  the  term  "  due  diligence"  ;  this  means  something 
more  than,  and  different  from,  "  reasonable  care,"  as  that  term 
is  used  in  describing  the  corresponding  obligation  owed  by  one 

>  Message  of  President  McKinley  ing  of  the  Maine  Court  of  Inquiry, 
of  March  28,  1898,  transmitting  to  *The  Exchange,  7  Cranch,  no, 
G>ngress  the  proceedings  and  find-     141. 
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individual  to  another,  or  to  the  public,  and  implies  that  the^ 
diligence  used  in  the  prevention  of  injury  must  be  propor- 
tioned to  the  risk  of  such  injury  occurring  to  the  vessel  of  a 
friendly  nation  which  may  happen  to  enter  its  ports  or  terri- 
torial waters.  ^  The  duty  of  protection,  and  the  expediency  of 
resorting  to  special  precautionary  measures,  upon  the  occasion 
of  a  public  armed  vessel  entering  even  a  friendly  harbor,  are 
suggested  by  the  fact  that  the  crew  are  not  only  strangers  to 
the  port,  but  are  members  of  a  different  nationality,  and  thus 
occupy  a  very  different  relation  from  that  of  ordinary  aliens  ; 
in  the  case  of  the  Maine^  a  resort  to  such  preventive  measures 
was  not  only  sanctioned  by  the  rules  of  international  law,  but 
required  by  express  treaty  stipulations,  and  strongly  suggested 
by  the  strained  relations  existing  between  the  United  States 
and  Spain. 

If,  in  view  of  the  local  situation,  or  in  consequence  of  its 
strained  relations  with  the  government  of  the  United  States, 
the  Spanish  Government  was  either  unable  or  unwilling  to 
charge  itself  with  the  safety  and  security  of  the  Maine,  it 
should  have  withheld  its  consent  to  the  entry  of  the  vessel 
into  its  territorial  waters ;  failing  to  do  this,  that  government 
was  justly  held  responsible  for  the  disaster  which  ensued  upon 
its  failure  to  exercise  the  diligence  which  was  demanded  by 
the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Case  of  the  ^^  Baltimore^'  During  the  years  1890  and  1891 
a  revolutionary  movement  had  been  in  progress  in  Chili 
which  had  terminated  in  the  overthrow  of  the  Balmaceda 
government.  During  its  continuance  there  had  been  com- 
plaints on  the  part  of  the  revolutionary  party  that  partiality 
had  been  shown  to  their  opponents  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  detention  of  the  Itata,  a  vessel  engaged 
in  the  transportation  of  contraband  of  war  to  the  insurgent 
forces.  The  action  of  the  United  States  minister,  in  giving 
legationary  asylum  to  the  deposed  President  Balmaceda  and 
his  family,  was  also  complained  of.  As  a  consequence,  there 
was  a  strong  popular  feeling  against  the  United  States  in  San- 
tiago, the  capital  of  the  republic,  and  in  Valparaiso,  its  princi- 
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^pal  seaport.    While  the  relations  of  the  two  governments  were 
still  in  a  condition  of  considerable  tension,  the  commanding 
oflRcer  of  the  United  States  steamship  Baltimore  gave  shore 
liberty  to  117  of  his  petty  officers  and  seamen  in  the  port  of 
Valparaiso.    An  outbreak  resulted,  in  which  one  seaman  was 
killed,  one  mortally  wounded,  and  seventeen  others  were  more 
or  less  severely  injured.     After  waiting  a  reasonable  time  for 
such  action  to  be  taken  as  seemed  to  be  warranted  by  the  impor- 
tance of  the  case,  a  demand  was  made  by  the  United  States 
for  redress  on  the  ground  that  the  public  authorities  of  Val- 
paraiso had  failed  to  protect  the  sailors,  who  were  on  shore 
liberty  from  the  war  vessel  of  a  friendly  power,  and  that  the 
seamen  of  the  Baltimore  had  been  assaulted  —  not  because 
they  were   foreign  sailors  —  but  because  of  their  American 
nationality.     The  disclaimer  of  the  Chilian  Government  not 
being  deemed  satisfactory  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  the  matter  was  made  the  subject  of  a  special  message 
to  Congress.    The  affair  was  finally  settled  by  the  payment  of 
a  money  indemnity  to  the  injured  seamen  and  to  the  families 
of  those  who  had  lost  their  lives  in  consequence  of  the  failure 
of  the  local  authorities  to  afford  them  adequate  protection.^ 
Case   of  the   "  Constitution^     The   Constitution^  a  public 
armed   vessel   of  the    United   States,  while   engaged   in  the 
transportation  to  New  York  of  a  portion  of  the  American  ex- 
hibit at  the  Paris  Exposition  of  1867,  stranded  on  the  English 
coast  near  Swanage,  and  was  obliged  to  accept  the  services  of 
several  tugs  and  wrecking  vessels  in  order  to  enable  it  to  re- 
sume its  voyage.     Suit  for  the  payment  of  salvage  was  insti- 
tuted in  the  proper  admiralty  court,  where  it  was  decided  that, 
in  the  case  of  a  ship-of-war,  there  was  a  complete  exemption 
from  local  jurisdiction,  including  the  service  of  process  against 
the  ship.    The  case  was  therefore  dismissed  with  costs,'  and  the 

*  Executive  Document    No.  91,  589;  Snow,  Int.  Law,  p. 63.  Forth© 

House  of    Representatives,  U.  S.,  case  of  the  Itata^  from  the  point  of 

Thirty-  second  Congress,  first  sea-  view  of  neutrality,  see  the  chapter 

sion;  Foreign  Relations  U.S.  1892,  entitled  Neutrality. 

?'P-  52-57»  61-64.^;  Revue  de  Droit  '  48  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  P.  D.  and  A.  13 ; 

Qtemattonal,  vol.   xxiii.   pp.  588,  Pitt-Cobbett,  Leading  Cases  in  Int. 
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claim  was  subsequently  settled  by  a  voluntary  payment  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  Government. 

Asylum  on  Public  Armed  Vessels.  It  is  now  well  settled 
that  no  right  of  asylum  exists,  in  behalf  of  criminal  offenders, 
on  board  the  public  armed  vessels  of  a  state  while  in  foreign 
territorial  waters.  Where,  however,  the  offence  is  political,  as 
distinguished  from  criminal,  the  usage  of  nations  still  author- 
izes such  asylum  to  be  extended  to  a  political  refugee,  by  the 
commanding  officer  of  a  ship-of-war,  but  only  in  countries 
where  insurrections  are  of  frequent  occurrence  and  where 
political  institutions  are  unstable  and  subject  to  constant  and 
violent  changes.  In  such  localities  requests  for  asylum  should 
be  refused  except  in  extreme  and  exceptional  cases,  such  as 
the  pursuit  of  a  refugee  by  a  mob,  or  where  such  action  is  nec- 
essary to  save  life.* 

Offences  Committed  on  Shore.  Where  offences  are  com- 
mitted on  shore  by  officers  or  members  of  the  crew  of  a  public 
armed  vessel,  no  immunity  from  local  jurisdiction  can  be\ 
claimed,  and  such  offences  may  be  punished  by  the  authori-l 
ties  of  the  port,  or  the  offenders  may  be  handed  over  to  tha 
commanding  officer  of  the  ship,  with  a  view  to  their  trial  ana 
punishment  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  state  under 
whose  flag  they  sail.  It  is  not  unusual,  however,  where  minor 
infractions  of  order  are  in  question,  and  especially  where  no 
injury  has  been  inflicted  upon  a  citizen  of  the  state  within 
whose  territorial  waters  the  ship  happens  to  be,  for  the  release 
of  the  offenders  to  be  requested  by  their  commanding  officer. 


Law,  p.  34 ;  see  also  the  case  of  the 
Charkiehy  L.R.  4.  A.  and  E.  49;  Pitt- 
Cobbett, Leading  Cases,  6-9;  I  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §  36. 

*  The  United  States  Navy  Regu- 
lations contain  the  following  re- 
quirement :  "  The  right  of  asylum 
for  political  or  other  refugees  has 
no  foundation  in  international  law. 
In  countries,  however,  where  fre- 
quent insurrections  occur,  and  con- 
stant instability  of  government  ex- 


ists, local  usage  sanctions  the  grant- 
ing of  asylum,  but  even  in  the  waters 
of  such  countries  officers  should 
refuse  all  applications  for  asylum 
except  when  required  by  the  inter- 
ests of  humanity  in  extreme  or  ex- 
ceptional cases,  such  as  the  pursuit 
of  a  refugee  by  a  mob.  Officers 
must  not  directly  or  indirectly 
invite  refugees  to  accept  asylum." 
— U.  S.  Navy  Regulations,  pair.  288, 
edition  of  1896. 
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While  such  release  is  granted  in  most  cases,  the  local  author- 
ities are  under  no  obligation  to  comply  with  the  request,  as 
such  offenders  are  fully  liable  to  the  local  law,  for  criminal 
offences  committed  within  its  jurisdictiorv.' 

(2.)  Passage  of  Troops  through  the  Territory  of  a  Foreign 
State. — This  practice  was  much  more  frequent  in  former  times 
than  it  is  at  presenL  The  increasing  strictness  with  which  the 
rules  of  neutrality  are  now  observed  has  rendered  the  practice 
obsolete  in  war,  and  the  generally  cherished  desire  to  avoid 
international  complications,  by  removing  one  of  the  most  fruit- 
ful causes  of  international  misunderstanding,  has  contributed 
powerfully  to  diminish  its  frequency  in  time  of  peace,*  Per- 
mission for  such  movements  is  now  rarely  accorded,  save  in 
very  exceptional  cases — as  to  an  ally  in  war,  or  as  an  act  of 
courtesy  or  humanity  in  time  of  peace.  In  the  few  instances 
in  which  it  is  permitted,  the  conditions  of  the  movement  are 
arranged,  with  great  minuteness  of  detail,  in  a  preliminary 
treaty  or  agreement.*   • 


'  V  Pradier-Fod6r6,  §  2408 ;  Orto- 
lan, liv.  ti.  chap.  iv.  tit.  i.  p.  309 ;  I 
Phillimore,  {  346 ;  I  Halleck.  p.  190 ; 
Walker,  Manual.  §  27.  p.  79;  Walk- 
er. Int.  Law.  pp.  123-134;    Hall,  § 

55. 
'The  application  of  the  principle 

of  exterritoriality  to  the  passage  of 
troops  through  the  territory  of  a 
friendly  state  is  well  explained  by 
Chief-justice  Marshall  in  the  case 
of  the  Exchange:  "A  third  case  in 
which  a  sovereign  is  understood  to 
cede  a  portion  of  his  jurisdiction 
is  where  he  allows  the  troops  of 
a  foreign  prince  to  pass  through 
his  dominions.  In  such  case,  with- 
out any  express  declaration  waiv- 
in|5  jurisdiction  over  the  army  to 
which  this  right  of  passage  has 
been  granted,  the  sovereign  who 
should  attempt  to  exercise  it  would 
certainly  be  considered  as  violating 
his  faith.  By  exercising  it.  the  pur- 
pose for  which  the  free  passage 
was  granted   would    be   defeated. 


and  a  portion  of  the  military  force 
of  a  foreign  independent  nation 
would  be  diverted  from  those  na- 
tional objects  and  duties  to  which 
it  is  applicable,  and  would  be 
withdrawn  from  the  control  of 
the  sovereign,  whose  power  and 
whose  safety  might  greatly  depend 
on  retaining  the  exclusive  com- 
mand and  disposition  of  this  force. 
The  grant  of  a  free  passage,  there- 
fore, implies  a  waiver  of  all  juris- 
diction over  the  troops  during 
their  passage,  and  permits  the  for- 
eign general  to  use  that  discipline, 
and  to  inflict  those  punishments 
which  the  government  of  his  army 
may  require."  —  Case  of  the  Ex- 
chanze,  7  Cranch,  1 16-139. 

'The  passage  of  a  detachment  of 
British  troops  through  the  State 
of  Maine,  in  1862.  while  en  route 
to  Quebec.  Canada,  was  authorized 
by  the  United  States  as  a  matter 
of  comity;  in  1875  similar  permis- 
sion was  granted  for  the  passage  of 
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The  practice  is  disfavored,  but  not  absolutely  forbidden,  by 
international  law.  The  outbreak  of  war,  therefore,  or  the  ex- 
istence of  an  emergency,  may  make  it  necessary  to  resort  to  it 
at  any  time.  Should  such  a  case  occur,  the  principle  of  ex- 
territoriality would  apply  to  a  movement  of  troops  through 
foreign  territory  in  the  same  way,  and  to  the  same  extent,  that 
it  is  applied  in  the  admission  of  a  ship-of-war  to  a  foreign  port. 
Its  application  would  be  attended  with  greater  difficulty,  how- 
ever, arising  in  part  out  of  the  character  of  the  act  itself,  and 
in  part  from  the  occurrence  of  circumstances,  during  the  pas- 
sage, which  could  not  be  provided  for  in  advance.  This  would 
be  especially  true  if  the  movement  were  effected  by  marching, 
and  not  by  railway  or  steamer. 

The  moving  force  is  governed,  in  transit,  by  the  military 
laws  and  army  regulations  of  its  own  government,  with  such 
additional  restrictions  as  may  be  stipulated  to  be  observed  in 
the  treaty  or  agreement  authorizing  the  passage.  Offences 
committed  along  the  line  of  march  are  tried  by  courts-martial, 
or  are  punished  summarily,  when  the  offending  and  injured 
persons  belong  to  the  moving  force.  If  the  parties  injured  be 
citizens  of  the  district  traversed,  the  trial  and  punishment  of 
the  offenders  would  be  arranged  for  by  treaty.  As  such  of- 
fences have  a  peculiarly  aggravated  character,  they  should  be 
more  severely  dealt  with  than  if  committed  at  home*-- 

certain  military  supplies  for  the  use  The  right  of  the  United  States  to 
of  the  Canadian  mounted  police,  a  send  troops  across  the  Isthmus  of 
body  having  a  permanent  military  Panama  is  guaranteed  by  the  treaty 
organization  and  constituting  a  with  New  Granada  of  1046. — Trea- 
portion  of  the  British  colonial  es-  ties  and  Conventions  of  the  U.  S. 
tablishment;  permission  was  also  1887,  pp.  195-206.  It  has  been  an- 
granted  in  1876  for  the  passage  of  nounced,  in  behalf  of  the  govern- 
a  small  body  of  Mexican  troops  ment  of  the  United  States,  that 
from  Brazos  de  Santiago  to  Mata-  permission  to  transport  troops 
moras,  through  the  territory  of  the  over  its  territory  will  only  be  grant- 
State  of  Texas.  In  1881  the  per-  ed  in  case  of  peaceful  transfer,  de- 
mission of  the  Governor  -  General  void  of  any  military  object  affecting 
of  Canada  was  obtained  for  the  .  the  peace  of  any  third  state.  —  4 
passage  of  a  body  of  Michigan  Dig.  Int.  Law^  §13.  See  also  Revue 
state  militia  through  the  territory  de  Droit  International,  vol.  xxi.  p. 
of  the  Dominion  of  Canada,  while  117. 
en  route  from  Detroit  to  Buffalo. 
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Questions  of  purchasing  supplies  in  the  country  passed 
through  are  strictly  regulated  by  treaty,  as  are  similar  ques- 
tions arising  as  to  the  quartering  of  troops,  the  passage  of 
ferries  and  bridges,  and  the  use  of  wells  or  other  sources  of 
water  supply.  When  such  movements  are  made,  as  it  is  im- 
possible to  foresee  and  provide  for  all  cases  of  injury  and 
damage  that  may  occur,  it  is  proper  to  provide,  in  the  prelimi- 
nary treaty,  for  the  indemnification  of  injured  parties,  by  per- 
mitting their  claims  to  be  submitted  in  the  diplomatic  way» 
or  by  arranging  for  the  organization  of  a  commission  having 
power  to  investigate  such  claims,  and  to  determine  the  amount 
of  damage  sustained,  with  a  view  to  its  being  liquidated  by 
the  government  through  whose  agents  it  was  inflicted.' 

(3.)  To  the  Person  of  a  Sovereign,  his  Retinue  and  At- 
tendants, while  Passing  Through  or  Sojourning  in  Foreign 
Territory.  There  are  numerous  instances  of  such  royal  visits, 
and  the  practice  of  making  them  bids  fair  to  continue  in  exist- 
ence, if,  indeed,  it  does  not  become  more  frequent  than  for- 
merly* At  the  present  time  such  visits  are  not  attended  by  the 
political  significance  which  formerly  attached  to  them.  They 
are  either  made  with  great  formality — as  when  a  visit  of  cere- 
mony is  made  or  returned,  or  a  conference  of  sovereigns  is 
arranged,  with  a  view  to  an  exchange  of  opinions  upon  some 
matter  of  serious  international  concern — or  they  may  have  an 
entirely  private  and  informal  character,  the  visiting  sovereign 
waiving  many  of  the  honors  and  privileges  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled in  his  sovereign  character. 

If  the  consent  of  the  sovereign  whose  territory  is  visited 
has  been  formally  given,  such  consent  is  held  to  confer 
the  privilege  of  exterritoriality.*     The  visiting  sovereign  is 


«  Hall,§  54:  I  Twiss.1 165;  I  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §  13;  I  Phillimore.  $§  341, 
342;  I  Halleck,  p.  177;  II  Ibid.  p. 
178. 

*  Full  and  absolute  territorial 
jurisdiction  being  alike  the  attri- 
bute of  every  sovereign,  and  being 
incapable  of  conferring  extra-ter- 
ritorial power,  would  not  seem  to 
7 


contemplate  foreign  sovereigns  nor 
their  sovereign  rights  as  its  objects. 
One  sovereign  being  in  no  respect 
amenable  to  another,  and  being 
bound  by  obligations  of  the  high- 
est character  not  to  degrade  the 
dignity  of  his  nation  by  placing 
himself  or  its  sovereign  rights  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  another,  can  be 
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permitted  to  exercise  his  functions  as  if  he  were  still  in  his 
own  dominions ;  and  he  may  do  any  act  which  he  is  authorized 
to  do  by  the  laws  of  his  own  state,  and  which  is  not  so  repug- 
nant to  the  law  of  the  territory  in  which  he  is  as  to  be  for- 
bidden to  be  exercised  by  its  sovereign.  Such  acts,  however, 
are  presumed  to  have  effect  only  within  his  own  territory,  and 
upon  his  own  subjects.  His  control  over  his  suite  is  not  im- 
paired, and  their  responsibility  to  him  is  in  no  way  affected, 
by  the  fact  of  absence.*  Whatever  articles  of  personal  or 
movable  property  are  carried  with  him  enter  the  foreign  state 
without  inspection  or  payment  of  duty,  and  are  exempt  from 
taxation  and  imposts  of  all  kinds  during  his  sojourn  there.  In 
all  other  respects  the  privilege  of  exterritoriality  applies  to  a 
sovereign,  and  to  his  retjnue  and  train,  in  precisely  the  same 
manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  that  it  does  to  an  ambassador 
and  his  retinue. 


supposed  to  enter  a  foreign  territory 
only  under  an  express  license,  or 
in  the  confidence  that  the  immuni- 
ties belonging  to  his  independent 
sovereign  station,  though  not  ex- 
pressly stipulated,  are  reserved  by 
implication,  and  will  be  extended 
to  him. — Schooner  Exchange  vs. 
McFaddon.  7  Cranch.  1 16  [137]. 

If  a  foreign  sovereign  enters  the 
territory  of  a  sovereign  state,  he 
does  so  with  the  knowledge  and 
license  of  its  sovereign, and  "that 
license, although  containing  nostip- 
ulation  exempting  his  person  from 
arrest,  is  universally  understood  to 
imply  such  stipulation."  "  A  for- 
eign sovereign  is  not  understood  as 
intending  to  subject  himself  to  a 
jurisdiction  incompatible  with  his 
dignity,  and  the  dignity  of  his  na- 
tion, and  it  is  to  avoid  this  subjec- 
tion that  the  license  has  been  ob- 
tained. The  character  to  whom  it 
is  given,  and  the  object  for  which 
it  is  granted,  equally  require  that 
it  should  be  construed  to  impart 
full  security  to  the  person  who  has 
obtained   it.     This  security,  how- 


ever, need  not  be  expressed ;  it  is 
implied  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case." — Case  of  the  Exchange, 
i  Cranch,  116, 137. 

*  To  what  extent  the  judicial 
power  which  attaches  to  a  sover- 
eign in  his  own  dominions  may  be 
exercised  by  him  abroad  has  never 
been  satisfactorily  determined.  In 
the  leading  case  of  Queen  Christina 
of  Sweden,  she  had  formally  ab- 
dicated the  Swedish  crown,  was  re- 
siding in  Paris  where  she  seems  to 
have  enjoyed  the  privileges  of  exter- 
ritoriality. While  residing  in  Paris, 
in  1657,  she  caused  one  Monalde- 
schi.  a  member  of  her  suite,  to  be  put 
to  death.  This  act  has  been  univer- 
sally condemned  by  text  writers  of 
authority,  and  the  queen  is  usually 
regarded  as  having  subjected  her- 
self to  the  criminal  jurisdiction  of 
the  French  courts  by  thus  causing 
the  death  of  her  chamberlain.— II 
DeMartens.  Causes  C61ebres ;  Byn- 
kershoek,  DeForo  Leg.  chap,  iii.; 
Hallam,  Const.  Hist,  of  England, 
chap,  iii.;  II  Phillimore,'p.  142. 
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Should  a  person  of  sovereign  rank  enter  the  territory  of  a 
foreign  state  without  the  permission  of  its  sovereign  or  execu- 
tive authority,  he  is  conceded  most  of  the  immunities  that 
are  extended  to  him  when  such  consent  has  been  obtained.* 
The  circumstances  under  which  such  visits  are  made  may  be, 
and  frequently  are,  so  peculiar  and  exceptional  as  to  make  it 
impossible  to  lay  down  any  definite  rules  on  the  subject.  -  If 
the  presence  of  such  a  person  is  dangerous  to  the  safety  of  a 
state,  or  involves  its  neutral  obligations  in  any  way,  or  is  offen- 
sive to,  or  threatens  its  relations  with,  friendly  powers,  asylum 
may  be  refused,  and  the  visiting  sovereign  may  be  forbidden 
to  exercise  any  of  his  functions,  or  to  maintain  a  correspond- 
ence with  persons  in  his  own  state,  and  he  may  even  be  com- 
pelled to  quit  the  territory.  If  no  such  consequences  ensue, 
or  are  likely  to  ensue,  the  visit  differs  in  no  important  respect, 
in  so  far  as  the  application  of  the  principle  of  exterritoriality 
is  concerned,  from  one  made  with  the  consent  of  the  sovereign 
of  the  visited  territory.' 

To  Ambassadors  and  Public  Ministers.  To  the  efficient 
and  successful  performance  of  an  ambassador's  duties,  it  is 
necessary  that  his  person  should  be  held  inviolate,  and  that 
he  should  be  entirely  free  from  responsibility  to  the  govern- 
ment to  which  he  is  accredited.  Without  such  freedom  of 
movement  and  action  it  would  be  impossible  for  him  to  ad- 
equately represent  his  own  government,  or  effectively  interfere 
in  behalf  of  his  fellow-subjects.  This  principle  of  inviolabili- 
ty and  immunity  has  been  recognized  by  all  Christian  states 
since  permanent  legations  were  first  established  in  Europe,  in 
the  fourteenth  century.  It  is  now  so  universally  conceded  as 
not  to  admit  of  question  or  discussion. 

'^  Whatever  may  be  the  principle  upon  which  this  immunity 
is  established,  whether  we  consider  '  the  ambassador '  as  in 
the  place  of  the  sovereign  he  represents,  or,  by  a  political  fic- 

1  Case  of  the  Exchange,  7  Cranch,  '  Hall,  §  49 ;  I  Twiss*  f  165 ;  Blunt- 

116.  138;  I  Phinimore,  §  342;  II  schli,  ||  135-153.  196-209:  KlUber. 

Ibid.||  100-113;  Han,|49;  KlUber,  ||  49.  54.  136;  Heflter,  {f  42,  54;  II 

S  49;  II  De  Martens,  f  172.  Phillimore,  if  104. 105. 
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tion,  suppose  him  to  be  extraterritorial,  and  therefore,  in  point 
of  law,  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  sovereign  at  whose 
court  he  resides,  still  the  immunity  itself  is  granted  by  the 
governing  power  of  the  nation  to  T^hich  the  minister  is  de- 
puted. This  fiction  of  exterritoriality  could  not  be  erected 
and  supported  against  the  will  of  the  sovereign  of  the  territory. 
He  is  supposed  to  assent  to  it."  * 

The  subject  will  be  more  fully  discussed  in  the  chapter  de- 
voted to  the  privileges  and  immunities  of  ambassadors. 

To  Consuls  and  to  Foreign  Residents  in  Certain  Eastern 
Countries.  From  the  beginning  of  intercourse  with  the  Mo- 
hammedan nations  inhabiting  the  southern  and  eastern  coasts 
of  the  Mediterranean  Sea  it  has  been  found  necessary,  by 
reason  of  the  radical  diflference  between  their  legal  and  re- 
ligious systems  and  those  prevailing  among  the  Christian  na- 
tions of  Europe,  to  withdraw  from  the  operation  of  the  local 
laws  such  subjects  of  the  latter  powers  as  were  obliged,  oi^  ac- 
count of  their  business  or  official  character,  to  reside  in  the 
Levantine  ports  and  commercial  cities.  These  exemptions 
have  been  obtained  in  every  case  by  treaty  stipulations  or 
concessions,  and  they  are  enlarged  and  modified,  from  time  to 
time,  in  the  same  manner.  When  intercourse  became  general 
with  China  and  Japan  similar  concessions  were  obtained  in 
behalf  of  the  subjects  of  the  principal  commercial  nations  of 
Europe  and  America.  The  subject  will  be  treated  at  length 
under  the  head  of  "  Consular  Jurisdiction." 

Exterritoriality;  Application  of  the  Principle  to  Things. 
It  is  proper  to  observe,  in  conclusion,  that  the  principle  of  ex- 
territoriality, as  recognized  at  international  law,  relates  pri- 
marily to  persons,  and  has  to  do  with  things  only  because  of 
their  relation  to  such  persons  as  are  clothed  with  an  immunity 
from  the  operation  of  local  laws.  It  applies  to  the  hotel  of 
an  ambassador,  for  example,  because  it  is  his  official  residence, 
and  it  ceases  to  exist  whenever  he  ceases  to  occupy  it  as  an 
official  residence.     It  applies  also  to  the  legationary  furniture 

'  The  Exchange,  7  Cranch,  116, 138. 
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and  to  other  articles  of  personal  property  so  long  as  he  con- 
tinues to  use  them  in  his  official  capacity  as  a  public  minister; 
when  they  are  sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  however,  the 
privilege  ceases  to  exist,  and,  with  the  transfer  of  possession, 
the  articles  become  subject,  in  every  respect,  to  the  operation 
of  the  local  law.,  Such,  too,  is  the  case  with  a  public  armed 
vessel;  the  privilege  attaches  to  the  ship  on  account  of  its 
occupation  by  its  officers  and  crew ;  if,  therefore,  it  be  wrecked 
or  destroyed  and  abandoned  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a  for- 
eign state,  the  privilege  of  exterritoriality  ceases  to  attach  and 
the  ship  becomes  a  mere  article  of  property  and,  as  such,  sub- 
ject to  the  law  of  the.  state  in  whose  waters  it  lies.* 


References.  The  theory  of  state  sovereignty  and  jurisdiction  is  de- 
rived directly  from  the  Roman  law.  Upon  the  application  of  that 
theory  to  the  mutual  relations  of  states  is  based  the  claim  of  Grotius  to 
the  honor  of  being  the  founder  of  the  modem  science.  The  first  edition 
of  bis  work,  "  De  Jure  Belli  et  Pacis/'  was  published  in  Paris  in  1625. 
It  has  been  translated  into  almost  all  of  the  modern  languages  of 
Europe.  The  last  French  edition  appeared  in  1864.  An  English  trans- 
lation appeared  in  1738.  The  usual  English  edition,  however,  is  that  of  Dr. 
Whewell,  which  was  published  in  1853.  The  formal  or  constitutional 
classification  of  the  powers  of  government  is  of  relatively  recent  origin, 
and  can  be  studied  to  advantage  in  the  constitutions  of  modem  states. 
See  Cooley's  "  Constitutional  Law,"  Cooley's  edition  of  "  Story's  Com- 
raentarics."  and  Holmes's  edition  of  Kent  for  the  United  States.  For 
England,  see  Stubbs's  "  Constitutional  History,"  Bagehot's  "  English 
Constitution,"  and  the  works  of  Hallam,  Amos,  and  Maine.  The  rules 
regarding  territory  and  territorial  jurisdiction  are  largely  adopted  from 
the  Civil  Law.  The  principle  of  servitudes  is  of  similar  origin,  although 
in  the  doctrine  of  easements  a  modified  form  of  the  principle  is  known 
to  the  Common  Law.  For  an  account  of  the  Law  of  Servitudes,  see 
Morey.  "  Outlines  of  the  Roman  Law."  pp.  289-292;  Bluntschli,  §§  353- 
359;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  330-332.  For  the  subject  of  the  High  Seas  and 
the  freedom  of  the  sea,  see  Grotitis,  "  Mare  Libemm,"  written  in  reply 

>Hal1,f  55,p.  195;  theC^ar>^/>//.  don    Times  of  January  29.  1879; 

L.  R.  iv.  Adm.  and  Ecc.  Cases.  93  Woolsey,  §  58  ;  Bluntschli,  §§  333- 

and  96.    Sec  also  the  case  of  the  336. 
Ccnsh'tutian,  reported  in  the  Lon- 
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to  Seidell's  "  Mare  Clausum."  See  also  I  Axuni;  chaps.  i,-iii.|  I  Philli- 
more,  pp.  209-224;  Vattel,  chap,  zziii.  {§  279^294;  Helfter,  pp.  146- 
148;  I  Martens,  G.  F.  De,  {  43,  and  J  18  of  Wheaton's  "ilistory  of  the 
Law  of  Nations."  The  fiction  of  exterritoriality  is  fully  discussed  in  I 
Halleck,  chap.  vii.  {§  24,26;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  139, 151 ;  Hetfter,  pp. 
86-90;  Creasy,  pp.  176-190,  and  p.  686;  Lawrence,  "  International  Law," 
)$  120- 131;  I  Phillinnore,  chapters  iz.  x.  and  xi.;  II  Ibid.  pp.  127-257; 
Walker,  "Science  of  International  Law,"  pp.  221-230;  I  Twiss,  {|  165, 
166, 199-223;  Bluntschli,  H  69,  126-158,  317-342;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  13, 
17a,  17b,  26-40,  92-98;  Dana's  Wheaton,  SS95~iio,  notes  58-68. 
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Perfect  Rights.  The  efisgntiaLattributes  of  a  state  have 
been  defined  to  be  those  of  sovereignty,  independence,  and 
equality.  Any  state  right  fairly  deducible  from  any  one  of 
theseror  from  all  of  them,  is  a  perfect  righ|.  The  right  to  re- 
sist  invasion,  to  an  immunity  from  external  interference  in 
purely  internal  affairs,  and  to  protect  its  citizens  from  wanton 
injury  while  travelling  or  sojourning  abroad  are  examples  of 
perfect  rights,  and  a  state  would  be  said  to  have  a  just  cause 
for  war  if  any  one  of  them  were  deliberately  violated.  It  is 
thus  seen  that  the  denial  of  a  perfect  right  constitutes  an  in- 
vasion of  the  sovereignty  of  the  offended  state,  justifying,  if 
not  atoned  for,  forcible  measures  of  redress.  If  the  sovereign 
rights  of  a  state  can  be  denied,  trespassed  upon,  or  invaded  in 
one  respect,  they  can  in  all  respects,  and  its  sovereignty  and 
independence  would  be  abridged,  and  finally  lost,  by  such  re- 
peated invasions  or  denials.  For  these  reasons  the  rule  has 
received  universal  sanction  that  the  perfect  rights  of  a  state 
can  be  drawn  in  question  or  denied  only  at  the  risk  of  war.' 


>  The  statement  that  whenever  a 
nation  has  a  claim,  clearly  founded 
on  justice,  and  justice  is  denied,  re- 
sort must  ultimately  be  had  to  war 
for  redress  for  the  injury  sustained 
most  be  accepted  with  an  impor- 
tant qualification.  The  denial  of 
justice  gives  to  the  offended  nation 
the  right  of  resorting  to  arms,  and 
such  a  war  is  just,  so  Tar  as  it  relates 
to  the  offended  party.  "  But  to  as- 
sert that  a  nation  must  in  such  a 
case,  without  attendjng^  either  to 


the  magnitude  of  the  injury,  and 
without  regard  either  to  its  own 
immediate  interest  or  to  political 
considerations  of  a  higher  order, 
affecting  perhaps  its  foreign  and 
domestic  concerns,  inflict  upon  it- 
self the  calamities  of  war,  under 
the  penalty  of  incurring  disgrace, 
is  a  doctrine  which,  if  generally 
adopted,  would  keep  the  world  in 
perpetual  warfare,  and  sink  the 
civilized  nations  of  Christendom 
to  a  level  with  the  savage  tribes 
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Imperfect  Rights.  There  is  another  class  of  state  rights 
or  duties  to  which  attention  will  now  be  drawn.  It  has  been 
seen  that  a  state,  in  its  capacity  as  a  body  politic,  possesses 
many  of  the  attributes  of  a  moral  person.'  It  may  express 
sympathy,  it  may  perform  acts  of  charity,  humanity,  or  cour- 
tesy, and  may  be  held  morally  responsible  for  their  non-per- 
formance. The  performance  of  such  acts  is  incumbent  upon 
a  state  for  the  same  reason  and  to  the  same  extent  that  it  is 
incumbent  upon  an  individual..  Its  failure  to  perform  them, 
like  a  similar  failure  on  the  part  of  an  individual,  violates  no 
perfect  right,  and  is  therefore  not  punishable,  or  a  proper  sub- 
ject for  forcible  redress.  As  a  nation  is  actuated  to  the  per- 
formance of  these  duties  by  considerations  of  courtesy  ox  good- 
will^ and  as  a  failure  to  observe  them  does  not  constitute  a 
sufficient  cause  for  war,  they  are  called  imperfect  rights;  or, 
since  they  are  founded  upon  considerations  of  comity,  or  moral 
obligation,  they  are  sometimes  called  moral  claims  I 

Perfect  Rights. 

Classification.  The  perfect  rights  of  a  state  are  susceptible 
of  classification  under  one  of  two  heads. 

First.  The.  right  of  a  state  to  a  free  and  independent  ex- 
istence within  its  territorial  limits. 

Second.  The  right  to  be  respected  as  a  sovereign  state  in  its 
intercourse  with  other  states." 

Some  of  the  more  essential  of  the  perfect  rights  and  duties 
of  states  are : 


of  our  forests." — Gallatin  to  Ever- 
ett, II  Gallatin's  Writings,  p.  494. 
The  action  of  the  President,  which 
is  criticised  in  the  foregoing  ex- 
tract, related  to  the  measures  re- 
sorted to  with  a  view  to  secure  a 
settlement  of  the  French  indem- 
nity in  1835  and  1836.  See  also 
Pomeroy,  §  79;  I  Halleck,  chap.  iv. 
§  I.  chap.  xiii.  §  3  ;  Woolsey,  §§  17, 
18;  Wheaton.  §  60;  I  Phillimore, 
$$  138-154;  Vattel,  prelim,  chap., 

17-23. 


*  Dr.  Woolsey  was,  I  think,  the 
first  to  use  this  term.  It  explains 
the  obligation  more  fully  than  does 
the  other,  which  is  the  more  gener- 
ally used.  For  further  discussion 
of  the  subject  of  imperfect  rights, 
see  p.  116;  see  also  I  Phillimore. 
§§  142,  143;  Vattel,  prelim,  chap.  S 
17:  Hall,§  13. 

*  Heffter,  pp.  47,  48 ;  Pomeroy.  § 
79;  I  Halleck,  chap.  iv.  §  i ;  Wool- 
sey. §§  17.  18;  I  Phillimore,  §§  138- 
1S4- 
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The  Right  of  Sclf-PtescrjcatiaB.  This  is  called  into  being 
whenever  the  corporate  existence  of  a  state  is  menaced,  and 
corresponds  to  the  individual  right  of  self-defence.  The  dan- 
ger may  be  internal,  as  in  the  case  of  insurrection  or  rebellion, 
or  external,  as  in  the  case  of  invasion,  either  real  or  threatened. 
••  Thokright  of  self-preservation  is  the  first  law  of  nations,  as  it 
is  of  individuals.  j\  society  which  is  not  in  condition  to  repel 
aggression  from  without  is  wanting  in  its  principal  duty  to  the 
members  of  which  it  is  comppsed,  and  to  the  chief  end  of  its 
institution.  All  means  which  do  not  affect  the  independence 
of  other  nations  are  lawful  to  this  end.  No  nation  has  a  right 
to  prescribe  to  another  what  these  means  shall  be,  or  to  require 
any  account  of  her  conduct  in  this  respect.'*' 

In  its  exercise  of  the  right  of  self-preservation  a  state 
organizes  its  land  and  naval  forces  in  time  of  peace  or  war, 
maintains  them  at  such  strength  as  -it  may  deem  adequate  to 
its  needs,  and  protects  its  coasts,  harbors,  and  land  frontiers  by 
such  works  of  defence  as  it  may  deem  necessary  to  secure 
them  from  attack.  The  military  establishment  that  is  main- 
tained by  a  particular  state  is  determined  by  its  geographical 
situation,  by  its  institutions,  its  military  policy,  the  character  of 
its  foreign  relations,  and  to  some  extent  by  its  financial  re- 
sources. Any  limitation  upon  such  establishments  must  of 
necessity  be  strictly  internal  in  character.  External  dictation 
in  such  matters  is  ordinarily  not  permissible.  ''Armaments 
suddenly  increased  to  an  extraordinary  amount,"  however, 
"  are  calculated  to  alarm  other  nations,  whose  liberty  they 
appear  to  menace.  It  has  been  usual,  therefore,  to  require 
and  receive  amicable  explanations  of  such  warlike  prepara- 
tions; the  answer  will,  of  course,  much  depend  upon  the  tone 
and  spirit  of  the  requisition.'*" 

The  assertion  of  the  right  of  self-preservation  on  the  part  of 
a  state  involves  the  duty  of   recognizing  the  same  right  in 

\I  Philh'raore,5|2io-22o;ITwiss,  ton.  §  60;  Woolsey,  §§  17.  37;   I 

§§  106.  108-110;   Walker,  Manual,  Pradier-Foder6,§§  211-235. 

§  32;   I  Halleck,  chap.  iv.  |§  1-7.  'I  Phillimore,  p.  253. 
18-27;  Pomcroy.§§  79. 84-87;  Whea- 
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Other  states.  If  a  state  resents  invasion  of  its  sovereign  rights, 
it  is  bound  to  respect  the  territory  and  rights  of  other  states; 
It  cannot  invade  them  itself,  nor  can  it  permit  its  subjects,  or 
others  within  its  jurisdiction,  to  use  its  territory  as  a  base  of 
hostile  operations  against  a  state  with  which  it  is  at  peace. 
Its  power  and  responsibility  are  equal,  and  it  cannot  plead  its 
weakness,  or  the  insufficiency  of  its  municipal  laws,  whenever 
such  hostile  attempts  originate  within  its  jurisdiction.' 

Tl\eRight  of  Reputation.  This  right  presents  itself  in  two 
aspects.  1st.  A  state  is  entitled  to  respect  as  to  its  internal 
affairs.  This  includes  the  recognition  of  its  government  and 
institutions,  of  the  methods  and  agencies  by  which  that  gov- 
ernment is  maintained  and  administered,  and  of  the  officers 
who  compose  it,  each  in  his  proper  function,  from  highest  to 
lowest.  2d.  A  state  is  entitled  to  respect  as  an  independent 
body  politic,  and  as  a  member  of  the  great  family  of  states  in 
which  all  nations  have  equal  rights.  ^  From  this  point  of  view 
a  state  may  be  regarded  as  a  moral  being,  capable  of  acquiring 
and  enjoying  a  good  reputation ;  entitled,  by  right,  to  im- 
munity from  insult  or  injury  to  such  reputation,  and  liable  to 
the  obligation  of  respecting  the  reputation  of  other  states.  It 
is,  therefore,  its  duty  to  resent  insults  offered  to  its  moral  dig- 
nity, to  its  flag,  which  is  the  visible  symbol  of  its  majesty  and 
power,  and  to  the  ministers  or  public  officials  who  represent 
it  abroad." 

T]ie_Enfo£ceineat  of  Treaty  Stipulations.  Treaties  are 
voluntary  engagements  entered  into  by  sovereign  states,  by 


*  Woolsey,  §  43 ;  Wheaton.  §  63 ;  I 
Halleck,  chap.  iv.  §§  i~4 ;  Wild  man, 

Ep.  47,  48 ;  Hall,  §  88 ;  Dig.  Int. 
aw,  §§  45-68 ;  I  Phillimore,  §  264. 
According  to  the  pure  spirit  of  the 
law  of  nations,  no  nation  gives  her- 
self a  claim  to  call  upon  other  na- 
tions for  a  strict  observance  of 
their  law  who  does  not  observe  it 
strictly  upon  her  own  part,  not 
ouly  in  the  particular  class  of  cases 
in  which  she  makes  the  call,  but 
throughout  the  whole  system  of 


that  law ;  for  that  law  presents  an 
entire  system  of  the  relative  rights 
and  duties  of  nations,  founded 
throughout  on  the  purest  morality 
and  the  most  expanded  philan> 
thropy,  and  every  part  of  it  is 
equally  obligatory  on  all  nations. 
—  Sullivan's  case,  I  Opinions  of 
Attorney -General,  p.  509  [511], 
Wirt  (1821). 

•  I    Halleck,   chap.  v.  §§  i  -  10  ; 
Woolsey.  §§  18,82. 
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which  mutual  duties  and  obligations  are  created  or  defined.  As 
they  operate  to  convert  imperfect  into  perfect  rights,  the  violar 
tion  of  a  treaty  stipulation  may  afTord  just  cause  for  war.' 

The  DutXiOL^-*^^^^^  *^^  Prnf<>rt  ita  Cituens  or  Subjects. 
It  is  a  fundamental  maxim  of  government  that  every  citizen 
owes  a  duty  of  defence  to  his  country  in  time  of  public  dan- 
ger. Jn  return,  the  citizen  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  his 
government,  in  person  or  property,  against  injury  and  aggres- 
sion of  every  sort.  This  protection  surrounds  him  at  home^ 
and  follows  him  wherever  he  may  travel  or  reside. 

Such  injuries  may  be  committed :  i.  When  a  state,  through 
its  ofRcers  or  duly  authorized  agents,  actsSTrectly  against  the 
subject  of  a  foreign  state,  in  violation  of  international  law.  2. 
When  a  state  acts  indirectly,  by  failing  to  secure  adequate 
remedies  to  strangers  who  have  been  injured  by  individuals 
within  its  jurisdiction.'  In  either  case  it  is  the  right  and  duty 
of  the  offended  state  to  protect  its  subjects  in  foreign  parts  by 
every  means  authorized  by  international  law.  It  does  not 
follow,  however,  that  every  case  of  aggression  of  this  kind 
must  of  necessity  result  in  war^  If  an  individual  subject  have 
a  cause  of  complaint  against  a  foreign  state,  to  which  that 
state,  upon  proper  representations,  has  refused,  or  neglected, 
to  apply  a  remedy,  he  applies  for  redress  to  his  own  govern- 
ment The  case  is  investigated,  and,  if  the  complaint  is  found 
to  be  well  grounded,  redress  is  demanded  in  the  diplomatic 
way.  It  is  only  when  the  cause  of  complaint  is  unusually  seri- 
ous, or  when  redress  has  been  refused  or  needlessly  delayed,  that 
recourse  is  had  to  forcible  methods  in  order  to  obtain  justice.' 


'Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  zv.  $§  221, 
222 ;  I  Halieck,  chapter  viii.  §  28 ; 
Creasy,  ff  41-431  KlUber,  {  145; 
Bluntschli,  §  410. 

^Heffter,  p.  120;  Halleck,  chap, 
viii.  {{  28,  29 ;  Grotius,  liv.  ii.  chap. 
XXV. ;  Woolsey,  §112;  Pomeroy,  §| 
204-214 ;  Wheaton,  {  32 ;  Snow,  pp. 
62-^5;  II  Phtllimore,  K  2-9;  Hall, 
%  87 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §{  113- 
"5*  117-118;  Bluntschli,  $380. 


'  As  a  state  may  be  required,  in 
a  proper  case,  to  resort  to  extreme 
measures — to  war,  if  need  be — to 
protect  the  persons  of  its  citizens 
abroad,  *'  so,  again,  a  state  may  be 
compromised  by  the  rash,  impru- 
dent, or  injurious  acts  of  its  citizens 
resident  in  the  territory  of  foreign 
states.  These  may  either  be  pri- 
vate citizens,  or  may  be  persons 
directly    representing    the    state. 
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In  addition  to  its  right  to  protect  its  citizens  abroad,  a  state 
may  demand  that  its  citizens,  in  a  particular  state,  shall  be 
placed  upon  a  footing  of  equality  with  other  resident  for- 
eigners, and  may  complain  if  they  are  unfairly  discriminated 
against  by  any  agent  or  department  of  the  local  government.' 

Sieasure  of  Repsiration.  When  a  state  finds  it  necessary 
to  interpose  in  behalf  of  a  citizen  who  has  been  injured  abroad, 
the  form  and  manner  of  reparation  to  be  demanded  will  be 
determined,  in  accordance  with  the  circumstances  of  the  par- 
ticular case,  by  the  government  of  the  offended  state.  The 
measure  of  satisfaction  which  a  state  may  insist  upon  consists, 
in  general,  in  a  reparation  for  the  injury  or  wrong  committed, 
the  adequate  reimbursement  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the 
party  injured,  and  a  reasonable  but  sufficient  guarantee  against 
Its  recurrence.'  ^X 

Lifaitations  upon  the  Duty  of  a  State  to  Afford  Sxtra- 
Tcrritorial  Protectipn.  The  duty  of  a  state  to  protect  its 
citizens  abroad  is  subject,  in  practice,  to  two  important  quali- 
fications ;  these  are :  First,  Citizens  of  one  country  travelling 
or  resident  in  another  are  not  only  subject  to  the  local  laws, 
but  are  bound  to  observe  them  in  good  faith  and  in  every  de- 
tail. They  are  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  their  own  gov- 
ernment when  their  conduct  has  been  such  as  to  amount  to  a 
violation  of  such  local  law^.  "  It  is  a  perfectly  well-under- 
stood principle  of  law  that  no  citizen  of  a  foreign  nation — ex- 
cepting, perhaps,  in  certain  cases,  a  representative  clothed 
with   diplomatic   privileges  —  is  free  from   the  obligation   of 


whether  in  a  civil  or  militarv  ca- 
pacity. That  a  state  should  be 
ready  to  protect  every  one  of  its 
members  when  travelling  abroad 
under  the  assurance  of  that  pro- 
tection, and.when  conducting  them- 
selves with  proper  regard  to  the 
laws  and  customs  of  the  people 
with  whom  they  take  up  their 
abode,  is  a  prop>osition  which  no 
one  would  contest.  But  the  prop- 
osition has  been  too  frequently  ex- 
tended, in  practice,  to  signify  that. 


for  whatever  purpose  citizens  of 
one  state  may  sojourn  in  the  terri- 
tory of  another,  and  however  they 
demean  themselves,  the  so-called 
'honor'  of  their  state  compels  it 
to  interfere  in  their  behalf,  even  if 
the  result  should  be  war." — Amos, 
Science  of  Law,  p.  330. 

>II  Dig.  Int.;Law,  §§  189,  190a; 
Hall,  §  87  ;  Snow,  pp.  62-65. 

•Borchard,  Dipl.  Protection  of 
Citizens  abroad.    N.  Y.  1915. 
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conforming  himself  to  the  laws  of  the  country  in  which  he  is 
residing."  *  Second,  If  an  injury  be  inflicted  upon  a  citizen 
of  one  state  in  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  ianotfier,  the  party 
injured^  before  derq^ttfUi^  the  interpositigm  of  his  own  gov- 
ernment, must,  first  resort  to,  and  exhaust,  the  remedies  pro- 
vided  by  the  authorities  of  the  locality  or  place  in  which  the 
injury  has  been  inflicted.  It  is  only  when  such  recourse  has 
been  had,  without  result,  that  the  case  will  be  taken  up  by  the 
state  of  which  such  injured  party  is  a  citizen.' 

It  is  proper  to  add,  in  this  connection,  that  the  amount  of 
protection  afforded  abroad  may,  or  may  not,  be  equal  to  that 
afforded  at  honre.  This  results  from  the  fact  that  no  two 
states  have  precisely  the  same  degree  of  civilization,  or  are 


'Mr.  Adams's  statement  of  the 
Geneva  case.  Creasy,  p.  187 ;  II 
Phillimore,  pp.  3.  4;  Creasy,  §  191 ; 
II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  189  ;  Hall,  §  87  ; 
Heffter,  S  62;  Bluntschli,  §  388. 

'  A  citizen  of  one  nation,  wronged 
by  the  conduct  of  another  nation, 
must  seek  redress  through  his  own 
government.  His  sovereign  must 
assume  the  responsibility  of  pre- 
senting his  claim  or  it  will  not  be 
considered.  —  United  States  vs» 
Diekelman,  92  United  States, 
520,  524.  Before  a  citizen  be- 
comes entitled  to  the  aid  of  his 
government  in  obtaining  redress 
for  wrongs  alleged  to  have  been 
suffered  by  him  at  the  hands  of  a 
foreign  government,  he  must  have 
first  sought  redress  in  vain  through 
the  tribunals  of  the  offending  gov- 
ernment.— XIII  Opinions  of  Attor- 
ney.General,  p.  547.  This  rule  may  be 
departed  from,  however,  where  the 
offending  government,  by  the  acts 
of  its  proper  organ,  relieves  the  in- 
jured party  from  the  obligation  of 
pursuing  such  remedy. — Ibid.  The 
rule  that,  before  a  citizen  of  a  coun- 
try is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  his  gov- 
ernment in  obtaining  redress  for 
wrongs  done  him  by  another  gov- 
ernment, he  must  have  sought  re- 


dress in  vain  through  the  judicial 
tribunals  of  that  other  c^overnment. 
is  inapplicable  where  tne  offending 
government,  by  the  acts  of  its  prop- 
er organ,  relieves  the  injured  party 
from  the  obligation  of  pursuing 
such  course.  The  passenger -tax 
of  %2  per  head,  levied  by  the  State 
of  Panama,  under  authority  from 
New  Granada,  upon  all  vessels  em- 
barking or  disembarking  passen- 
gers in  that  state,  so  far  as  it  af- 
fected citizens  of  the  United  States 
crossing  the  isthmus,  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  thirty-fifth  article  of  the 
treaty  of  1848. — XIII  Opinions  of 
Attorney-General,  p.  547.  By  the 
law  of  nations,  if  the  citizens  of  one 
state  do  an  injury  to  the  citizens 
of  another,  the  government  of  the 
offending  subject  ought  to  take 
every  rea.sonable  measure  to  cause 
reparation  to  be  made  by  the  of- 
fender. But  if  the  offender  is  sub- 
ject to  the  ordinary  processes  of 
law,  it  is  believed  this  principle 
does  not  generally  extend  to  oblige 
the  government  to  make  satisfac- 
tion, in  case  of  the  inability  of  the 
offender. — I  Ibid.  p.  106.  See  also 
II  Phillimore,  pp.  4-7 ;  Hall,  §  87  ; 
II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  189,  241-247; 
Pomeroy,  §  205. 
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able,'  or  willing,  to  insure  precisely  the  same  degree  of  protec- 
tion to  aliens  resident  within  their  territories.  If,  therefore, 
an  individual  ventures  into  a  country  where  life  and  property- 
are  less  secure,  or  in  which  there  is  less  respect  for  law  and 
order,  than  in  his  own  state,  he  can  only  demand  from  his  own 
government  that  measure  of  protection  which  is  afforded  to 
foreigners  generally  in  the  state  in  which  he  chooses  to  travel 
or  reside ;  and  it  is  only  when  the  injury  complained  of  is 
serious — involving  danger  to  life,  or  insecurity  to  property  or 
business — that  the  government  can  be  expected  to  interpose 
in  his  behalf.  A  person  who  voluntarily  enters  the  territory 
of  a  state  in  which  the  standards  of  enlightenment  are  less 
high  than,  or  different  from,  those  prevailing  in  his  own  coun- 
try, does  so  of  his  own  free  will,  and  has  no  valid  ground  for 
complaint,  so  long  as  his  life  and  property  are  reasonably  se- 
cure, and  he  is  placed  upon  the  same  footing  in  respect  to  pro- 
tection as  other  resident  foreigners.* 

The  Right  of  Interference.  In  international  aifTairs  ;2^»- 
i?tterj?rrvrf__\*\  the  rnl^,  ivffrfe^'eme  thf^  fYCfptina,  This  foP" 
lows  from  the  definitions  of  state  sovereignty  and  independence. 
The  recognition  of  any  other  rule  would  strike  at  the  very 
foundation  of  international  law,  and  would  render  the  main- 
tenance of  general  peace  impossible.  For  this  reason  the  right 
of  interference  is  denied  save  in  certain  extremely  exceptional 
cases,  in  which  the  circumstances  calling  for  interference  must 
be  of  such  a  character  as  not  only  to  justify  that  course,  but 
to  render  the  adoption  of  any  other  impossible.' 

The  instances  of  such  interference,  in  history,  are  but  too 
frequent.  In  a  vast  majority  of  cases  they  have  not  been  jus- 
tified by  existing  facts,  and  have  led  to  results  in  every  way 
more  deplorable  than  those  which  they  were  intended  to  pre- 
vent.   ''The  list  includes  the  invasion  of  Holland  by  the  Prus- 

>  Hall,  §  87  ;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  \%  ■  I  Phinimore.  $  392 ;  Pomeroy, 

189-249 ;  Snow,  pp.  62. 63.     For  as-  J§  202, 203 ;  Snow.  p.  57 ;  I  Halleclc, 

Bistance  in  respect  to  the  collection  chap.  iv.  §§  2-13;  Woolsey,  $|  43- 

of  public  debts,  sec  Pomeroy.  §  213 ;  51 ;  Dana's  Wheaton.  §|  63-71. 
Hall,  §  87 ;  II  Dig.  Int  Law,  §  231. 
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sians  in  1787,  to  restore  to  his  old  prerogatives  as  stadtholder 
the  Prince  of  Orange,  who  was  brother-in-law  to  the  Prussian 
king.*  It  includes  the  infamous  and  pernicious  attacks  on  Po- 
land by  Austria,  Prussia,  and  Russia,  the  invasion  of  France  in 
behalf  of  Louis  X Vi7  py  tneTPrussians  and  Austijansjn  1791, 
and  the  interference  of  the  Holy  Alliance  with  the  popularized 
governments  of  Spain^Naples.  Sicih^jand  Piedmont,  in  1820 
and  the  three  following  yeafrs.  The  historical  student  of  these 
transactions  will  be  fully  qualified  to  form  a  judgment  as  to 
whether  such  proceedings  are  calculated  to  promote  or  to  im- 
pair the  general  benefit  of  the  community  of  nations."  ** 

The  Duty  of  Non  -  Interference.  As  states  are  entitled 
to  a  complete  immunity  from  interference  in  their  internal 
concerns,  a  corresponding  duty  devolves  upon  them  to  re- 
frain from  interfering  in  the  internal  affairs  of  other  states. 
This  is  called  the  duty  of  non-interference.  Save  in  the  cases 
presently  to  be  discussed,  no  occasion  less  urgent  than  self- 
preservation,  or  the  infringement  of  treaty  stipulations,  can 
justify  such  acts  of  interference.' 

If  the  right  of  interference  exists,  therefore,  as  a  perfect 
right  at  internationaf  law,  it  can  be  accepted  and  sanctioned 
only  with  important  reservations,  and  can  be  exercised  only  in 
accordance  with,  and  subject  to,  limitations  of  the  severest 
character.  It  may  be  said  to  exist,  to  a  qualified  extent,  in  the 
following  cases : 

I^  §elf-Defence.  A  state  is  not  only  independent  within 
its  own  territory,  but  is  entitled  to  an  absolute  immunity  from 
external  interference,  and  from  acts  of  hostility  or  annoyance 
originating  beyond  its  boundaries,  but  carried  into  effect  within 
its  territory.  An  insurrectionary  movement  within  its  juris- 
diction may  be  largely  supported  and  maintained  by  persons 
residing  beyond  its  borders,  and  the  offending  state  may  be 
unable  or  unwilling  to  lend  its  aid  towards  their  prevention. 
In  such  an  event  a  state  is  authorized,  in  the  exercise  of  the 

■  Creasy,  p.  289.  Halleck,  chap.  iv.  §  2 ;  Hall,  §§  88, 

"  Woolsey,  S  43;  Whcaton,  J  63;  89;  Lawrence,  International  Law, 
Snow,  p.   57 ;  Pomeroy,  $  202 ;  I     $§  74-89- 
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right  of  self-defence,  to  invade  the  territory  of  the  offending 
state,  and  secure  redress  for  the  injury  it  has  received.  To 
justify  such  a  course,  however,  the  cause  of  offence  must  be 
clear,  redress  must  have  been  demanded  and  plainly  denied, 
and  the  wrong  must  be  of  such  a  character  as  to  render  neceat 
sary  a  resort  to  forcible  measures  of  redress.*  ^ 

S^raudiag  Expeditions.  As  a  consequence  of  its  sover- 
eignty and  independence,  a  state  is  entitled  to  an  immunity 
from  incursions  by  expeditions,  or  marauding  parties,  whose 
base  of  operations  is  in  the  territory  of  another  state ;  when 
such  incursions  occur,  the  injured  state  will  expect,  and  may 
demand,  a  prompt  disavowal  of  the  act,  with  reparation  for  its 
consequences,  and  the  punishment  of  its  perpetrators.'  When 
the  sovereignty  of  a  territory  permits  it  to  be  made  the  base 
of  hostilities,  by  outlaws  and  savages,  against  a  country  with 
which  such  sovereign  is  at  peace,  the  government  of  the  latter 
country  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  necessity,  to  pursue  the 
assailants  wherever  they  may  be,  and  to  take  such  measures  as 
are  necessary  to  put  an  end  to  their  aggressions.* 

The  Capture  of  St,  Mark's,  Florida.  In  1818  a  body  of 
United  States  troops,  under  the  command  of  General  Jackson, 
advanced  upon  and  captured  St.  Marks,.FIorida,  a  post  within 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  Spain,  from  which  it  was  alleged 
that  hostile  Indians  had  obtained  supplies  and  ammunition 
with  which  to  make  inroads  upon  the  inhabitants  of  the  State 
of  Georgia.  During  the  invasion  two  persons,  Arbuthnot  and 
Ambrister,  who  were  known  to  be  British  subjects,  were  ar- 
rested by  Jackson,  after  hostilities  had  ceased,  and  brought 
before  a  court-martial  charged  with  aiding  and  abetting  the 
Creek  Indians  in  war  with  the  United  States,  and  inciting  the 
Indians  to  war;  Arbuthnot  was  also  charged  with  being  a  spy: 
Both  were  convicted:  Arbuthnot  was  sentenced  to  be  hung, 
and  the  sentence  was  approved  and  carried  into  effect  by  Gen- 

>I  Twiss.  §§  107,  108-110;  Walk-  I  Phillimore,  §§  393-398  ;  Hall,  {§ 

er.  Manual,  §  32 ;   I  Halleck,  chap.  91.92. 

iv.  §§  18-27 ;  Pomeroy,  §§ 79,  84-87 ;         "III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  398 ;  I  Ibid. 

Woolsey,  §  43 ;  Wheaton,  §§  62,  63 ;  §§  50-506.  •  I  Ibid.  §  500b. 
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eral  Jackson ;  the  other  offender  was  less  severely  punished. 
The  British  Government  refrained  from  taking  any  further 
notice  of  the  affair,  at  the  time,  than  to  institute  an  inquiry  into 
the  facts  connected  with  the  punishment  of  its  subjects.  The 
United  States  Government  strongly  disapproved  of  General 
Jackson's  action,  and  stood  ready  to  disown  his  proceedings 
and  make  reparation  for  the  injury,'  Somewhat  earlier, 
Amelia  Island  on  the  northeast  coast  of  Florida,  which 
had  become  a  place  of  resort  for  slavers,  freebooters,  and 
smugglers,  whose  predatory  operations  had  been  directed 
against  the  people  of  the  State  of  Georgia,  was  captured  by 
United  States  troops,  and  its  inhabitants  dispersed,  on  the 
ground  that  the  government  of  Spain  was  either  unable  or 
unwilling  to  restrain  the  lawless  acts  of  persons  within  its 
territorial  jurisdiction.  This  action  was  made  the  subject  of 
an  energetic  protest  on  the  part  of  Spain,  and  gave  rise  to  an 
extended  controversy,  which  was  terminated  by  the  purchase 
of  Florida  by  the  United  States  in  1819.' 

Ccise  of  the  "  Caroline^  This  vessel  had  been  employed  by 
the  Canadian  insurgents  to  carry  munitions  of  war  and  persons 
taking  part  in  the  insurrection  from  the  New  York  side  of  the 
Niagara  River  to  the  Canadian  side.  A  Canadian  armed  force 
was  sent  to  capture  her,  expecting  to  find  her  in  Canadian 
waters ;  but,  learning  that  she  was  on  the  American  side,  they 
went  over  and  destroyed  her.  In  the  correspondence  which 
ensued  between  the  governments  of  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States  Mr.  Webster  contended  that,  for  such  an  in- 
fringement of  territorial  rights,  the  British  Government  must 
show  **  a  necessity  of  self-defence,  instant,  overwhelming,  and 
leaving  no  choice  of  means  and  no  moment  for  deliberation  ** ; 
and  it  should  further  appear  that  the  Canadian  authorities,  in 
acting  under  this  exigency,  "  did  nothing  unreasonable  or  ex- 
cessive.'*    Lord  Ashburton  admitted  tlie  correctness  of  Mr. 

'Sumner.  Life  of  Jackson,  pp.     State  Papers,  Misc.  p.  801 ;  II  Gal- 
3-S4;  I    Dig.  Int.  Law.  §  50b;  I     latin's  Writings,  p.  69. 


jnton.  Thirty  Years  in  the  United         •  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  50a. 
States  Senate,  p.  167;   II  Amer. 
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Webster's  doctrine,  contended  that  the  circumstances  came  up 
to  the  statement  of  it,  and  "  regretted  that  some  explanation 
and  apology  for  the  occurrence  were  not  immediately  made." 
This  was  accepted  by  the  United  States  as  satisfactory.* 

In  Accordance  with  Treaty  Stipulations.  It  has  been  seen 
that  certain  questions  of  strictly  internal  concern  may  properly 
be  made  the  subject  of  treaty  guarantee.  Such  are  the  main- 
tenance of  a  particular  government  or  constitution,  the  perma- 
nent neutrality  of  a  state,  or  its  existence  within  certain  terri- 
torial limits.^  When  the  particular  state  of  affairs  which  has 
been  made  the  subject  of  guarantee  is  menaced  with  change, 
or  when  its  existence  is  threatened  in  any  way,  by  force  applied 
from  without,  or  originating  within  the  guaranteed  territory, 
it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  guarantor  to  interfere,  and  to  carry 
into  effect  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty.  Interference  under 
such  circumstances  is  both  just  and  legal.  It  is  limited  in 
^aracter  and  amount  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty  which  au- 
thorizes it,  and  it  becomes  unlawful,  and  must  cease,  when  the 
cause  of  danger  is  removed  and  the  internal  affairs  of  the  state 
have  been  restored  to  their  normal  condition.* 

To  Assist  a  State  in  Suppressing  an  Insurrection  or  Re* 
bellion.  International  law  is  essentially  conservative  in  charac- 
ter. It  recognizes  an  existing  state  of  affairs,  and  opposes, 
and  is  slow  to  recognize,  changes  effected  by  violent  and 
revolutionary  methods*     Interference  in  favor  of  insurgents  is 


*  Dana's  Wheaton,  pp.  526,  527, 
note;  Walker,  Manual,  Int.  Law, 
pp.  87,  88.  In  1842  the  existing 
laws  were  so  amended  by  Congress 
as  to  confer  jurisdiction  on  the 
Pederal  courts  to  make  such  use 
of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  as 
would  enable  the  Uioited  States 
Government  to  perform  its  inter- 
national obligations. — I  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  gg  21,  50c;  III  Ibid.  §350. 

'  The  United  States,  in  its  treaty 
of  1846  with  New  Granada,  guaran- 
teed the  sovereignty  of  the  latter 
state.     In  1885  it  was  obliged  to 


interfere  to  assist  in  the  repression 
of  disturbance.  For  case  of  the 
interference  of  1906  in  Cuba,  see 
Appendix  H.  The  United  States 
by  its  treaty  of  1867  with  Nicara- 
gua, is  also  obliged  to  interfere 
when  the  case  exists  which  is  con- 
templated by  the  sixteenth  arti- 
cle of  that  instrument.  See  also 
Wheaton,  gg  73-75;  Pomeroy, 
g  203;  I  Halleck,  chap.  iv.  gg 
5-8;  I  Phillimore.  g  399;  Heffter, 
g  45;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  gg  77- 
79,  83;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  gg 
287-397. 
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never  sanctioned,  and  when  undertaken  by  a  state  is  equivalent 
to  a  declaration  of  war  against  the  state  within  whose  territory 
the  rebellion  exista*  Not  only  is  armed  interference  in  behalf 
of  insurgents  not  justifiable,  but  the  furnishing  of  any  assist- 
ance, direct  or  indirect,  or  even  a  failure  to  strictly  observe 
neutral  obligations,  is  a  just  cause  of  offence.  In  cases  of  in- 
terference in  behalf  of  a  central  government,  the  initiative 
cannot  be  taken  by  the  interfering  state.  Assistance  may  only 
be  furnished  on  the  request  of  the  belligerent  government,  and 
then  only  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  invitation:' 

Intervention  in  Behalf  of  an  Oppressed  Population  and 
Against  the  Government  of  a  State.  From  the  definition  of 
a  state  it  is  clear  that  any  interference  between  a  state  and  its  / 
subjects  is  opposed  to  the  fundamental  principle  of  inter-  , 
national  law.  It  should  be  an  event  of  the  rarest  occurrence, 
and  would  be  justified  only  in  cases  of  the  greatest  emergency. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  has  occurred  but  too  frequently,  and  has 
rarely  been  warranted  by  existing  circumstances.  Arule  deduced 
from  the  experience  of  nations  would,  therefore,  express  the 
conditions  under  which  the  law  of  nations  had  been  disregard- 
ed and  set  at  defiance,  or  evaded,  rather  than  obeyed.  It  is 
possible,  however,  for  a  case  to  exist  in  which  a  part  of  the 
people  of  a  state  may  be  so  oppressed,  or  persecuted,  as  to  war- 
rant other  states  in  interfering  upon  grounds  of  humanity. 
Such  a  case  would  be  likely  to  occur  when  a  part  of  the  popu- 
lation of  a  state  was  of  a  different  rac6,  or  religion,  from  the 
great  majority  of  their  fellow-subjects ;  the  acts  of  oppression 
originating  in  race  or  religious  prejudice.  The  mere  fact  that 
a  people  belonging  to  a  particular  race,  or  professing'  a  par- 
ticular religious  belief,  are  placed  at  some  disadvantage  by  the 
law  or  policy  of  a  state,  constitutes  no  valid  ground  for  remon- 
strance, still  less  for  interference.  To  justify  acts  of  positive , 
interference  one  or  more  of  the  following  conditions  must  be 
fulfilled : 

>  Wheaton»  {§ 63, 64-73;  Woolsey,  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  $  S4 ;  Westlake, 
{46;  I  Pbillimore,  §§400,401.409-  pp.  122-125;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap. 
415;  Heffter.  §  45;  Creasy,  §  297 ;     iv.  §§  54-56. 
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(i.)  A  remedy  for  the  wrongs  complained  of  must  first  be 
sought  in  the  way  of  protest  or  remonstrance. 

(2.)  The  oppression  or  persecution  must  be  so  serious  in 
character,  and  so  great  in  amount,  as  to  incur  the  con- 
demnation of  the  civilized  world;  and  the  act  of  inter- 
ference must  be  participated  in,  or  sanctioned  by,  all  the 
states  of  Christendom. 

(3.)  The  interference  must  be  limited  to  the  application 
of  a  remedy  to  the  wrong  complained  of,  and  shoiild  cease 
so  soon  as  substantial  guarantees  are  furnished  that  the 
wrongful  acts  will  not  be  repeated.* 

One  of  the  most  recent  cases  of  interference  in  behalf  of 
an  oppressed  population  was  that  undertaken  by  the  United 
States  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  in  the  execution  of  a  formal 
Declaration  which  was  adopted  by  Congress  on  April  25, 
1898.^  The  intervention  so  tmdertaken,  which  will  be  dis- 
cussed elsewhere,  resulted  in  the  establishment  of  the  pres- 
ent Cuban  republic* 

Interference  in  Behalf  of  the  Balance  of  Power.  The 
term  Bcdcince  of  Power  is  applied  to  a  rude  equilibrium  of 
political  forces,  which  was  established  at  an  early  date 
among  the  different  states  of  Europe,  and  originated  in 
an  instinctive  exercise  of  the  right  of  self-defence,  and  is 
justified,  apart  from  the  considerations  of  self-preserva- 
tion that  are  involved,  by  the  fact  that  it  has  powerfully 
contributed  to  preserve  the  general  peace  of  Europe  on 
nimierous  occasions  when  that  peace  has  been  threatened  by 
the  selfish  schemes  of  ambitious  states.  Its  right  to  exist 
cannot  be  deduced  from  any  principle  of  international  law, 
unless  the  state  system  of  Europe  be  regarded  as  a  kind  of 
alliance  or  confederation,  having  for  its  purpose  the  main- 
tenance of  peace  and  the  prevention  of  useless  and  unnec- 
essary wars.    The  first  wars  waged  in  its  behalf  were  those 

*  Heffter,  §  45;  Woolsey,  §  51;  I  tosh,  Review  of  the  Causes  of  the 

Phillimore,  §§  400,  401,  409-415;  Revolution  of  1688,  chap,  x.;  Vat- 

Kluber,  §  51,  note;  Creasy,  §  308;  tel.  liv.  ii.  chap.  iv.  §  56. 

Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §§  79,  80;  I  *  3 o  Statutes  at  Large,  364. 

pig.  Int.  Law,  §§  45,  47a;  Mackin-i  ?  See  Appendis^  H. 
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carried  on  by  Francis  I.  of  France,  in  the  first  half  of  the  six- 
teenth century,  to  resist  the  dangerous  and  increasing  power 
of  the  Emperor  Charles  V.,  whose  control  of  the  almost  un- 
limited resources  of  Spain,  Germany,  and  the  Netherlands  was 
a  constant  menace,  not  only  to  the  peace  of  Europe,  but  to 
the  sovereignty  and  independence  of  the  other  European 
states.  From  that  epoch  until  1815,  a  period  of  more  than 
two  hundred  and  fifty  years,  wars  were  of  such  frequent  occur- 
rence, and  were  so  long  continued,  as  to  cause  a  state  of  per- 
manent peace  to  be  regarded  as  a  highly  desirable,  but  ex- 
tremely unlikely,  contingency.  Whether  the  greater  number 
of  these  wars  were  due  to  attempts  to  overthrow  or  to  defend 
the  principle,  and  whether  wars  would  have  been  more  or  less 
frequent  had  the  principle  never  been  asserted,  need  not  be 
discussed  here. 

For  the  forty  years  succeeding  the  Congress  of  Vienna,  in 
1 81 5,  the  peace  of  Europe  was  certainly  due  to  a  constant  and 
successful  observance  of  the  principle — a  result  in  every  way 
memorable  as  the  first  instance  in  which  peace  had  been  main- 
tained on  the  continent  of  Europe  for  so  long  a  time  since  the 
beginning  of  modern  history.  It  is  as  obvious,  however,  that 
most  of  the  great  wars  that  have  occurred  since  the  Peace  of 
Paris,  in  1856,  have  been  due  to  the  non-observance  or  abuse 
of  the  principle. 

The  maintenance  of  peace  in  Europe  during  the  greater  part 
of  the  first  half  of  the  present  century  was  not  obtained  with- 
out corresponding  sacrifices.  The  principle  of  the  balance  of 
power  during  this  period  was  not  simply  recognized,  or  passive- 
ly acquiesced  in,  as  a  desirable  fact ;  on  the  contrary,  it  was 
vigorously  asserted,  and  to  a  great  extent  maintained,  by  an 
alliance,  or  concert  of  action,  on  the  part  of  the  great  powers. 
This  organization  was  conservative  in  character,  and  seems  to 
have  originated  in  an  agreement  of  the  crowned  heads  at 
Paris,  in  September,  181 5,  which  has  become  known  in  history 
as  the  Holy  Alliance.  The  concert  thus  established  was  main- 
tained and  perpetuated  by  the  various  congresses  which  were 
held  during  the  decade  next  ensuing.     These  alliances  were 
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intended,  not  only  to  maintain  the  equilibrium  as  established 
at  the  Congress  of  Vienna,  but  to  discountenance  revolutionaty 
movements,  and,  by  a  resort  to  measures  of  a  repressive  and 
reactionary  character,  to  prevent  the  general  adoption  of  even 
desirable  constitutional  reforms. 

At  present,  owing  to  the  great  increase  in  military  strength 
which  has  taken  place  in  some  of  the  more  powerful  states  of 
Europe,  and  to  a  corresponding  diminution  in  the  importance 
of  other  states  which  were  formerly  powerful,  the  existence  of 
the  equilibrium  is  in  constant  danger,  its  permanent  guarantee 
is  impossible,  and  the  balance  is  maintained  from  day  to  day 
with  great  and  ever-increasing  difficulty.* 

De  Martens'  Statement  of  the  Principle  of  the  Balance 
of  PoMVtT,  "  Every  state  has  a  natural  right  to  augment  its 
power,  not  only  by  the  improvement  of  its  internal  constitu- 
tion and  the  development  of  its  resources,  but  also  by  external 
aggrandizement,  provided  that  the  means  employed  are  law- 
ful ;  that  is,  that  they  do  not  violate  the  rights  of  another. 
Nevertheless,  it  may  so  happen  that  the  aggrandizement  of  a 
state  already  powerful,  and  the  preponderance  resulting  from 
it,  may,  sooner  or  later,  endanger  the  safety  and  liberty  of  the 
neighboring  states.  In  such  case  there  arises  a  collision  of 
rights  which  authorizes  the  latter  to  oppose  by  alliances,  and 
even  by  force  of  arms,  so  dangerous  an  aggrandizement,  with- 
out the  least  regard  to  its  lawfulness.  This  right  is  still  more 
essential  to  states  which  form  a  general  society  than  to  such 
as  are  situated  at  a  great  distance  from  each  other ;  and  this 
is  the  reason  why  the  powers  of  Europe  make  it  an  essential 
principle  of  their  political  system  to  watch  over  the  balance  of 
power  in  Europe.  It  is  clear,  also,  that  it  is  not  always  the 
extent  of  the  acquisition  that  ought  to  determine  the  danger. 
Everything  here  depends  on  circumstances.    The  annihilation 

"  Woolsey,  (f  44-47 ;  Wheaton,  $§  Twiss,  §  1 1 2.    The  term  "  Balance 

6^^-66 ;  Pomeroy,  §  203  ;  I  Halleck.  of  Power  "  came  into  general  use 

chap.  iv.  §  9;  I  Pradier-Fod6re,  §§  after  the  Peace  of  Utrecht  in  17 13. 

267-286;  I  Phillimore,  pref.  2d  ed.  — I  Twiss,  §  ^^2.     See  also  vol.  xx. 

pp.  vil.-zxxii.;  Ibid.  §$  402-407.    I  Revue  de  Droit  Int.  pp.  5-25. 
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of  a  state,  which  at  present  serves  as  a  counterpoise,  may  be- 
come as  dangerous  to  the  general  safety  of  the  neighboring 
states  as  the  immediate  aggrandizement  of  another  state/'  * 

The  subjoined  rules  are  based  upon  the  exhaustive  discus- 
sion of  the  subject  by  Vattel . 

(i.)  *'  The  mere  fact  that  a  state  has  acquired,  and  is  acquir- 
ing, power  greatly  preponderant  over  its  neighbor,  does  not 
of  itself  ]\xsX\ly  other  states  in  making  war  upon  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reducing  its  power. 

(2.)  '*  Under  such  circumstances  other  states  are  justified  in 
watching  the  preponderant  state  with  cautious  vigilance,  and 
in  forming  leagues  with  each  other  for  mutual  defence  from  it. 

(3.)  "  If  the  preponderant  state  commits  acts  of  injury 
against  its  neighbors,  or  any  of  them,  or,  by  the  arrogance  of 
its  pretensions,  the  tone  of  its  public  despatches  and  mani- 
festoes, or  by  any  other  course  of  conduct,  beyond  the  mere  in- 
crease of  its  strength,  it  clearly  threatens  to  attack  or  oppress 
its  neighbors,  then  other  states  are  justified  in  combining  to- 
gether and  in  making  war  upon  it,  so  as  to  prevent  it  from 
committing  disturbance  of  the  general  security  of  the  common- 
wealth of  civilized  nations,  or  of  the  security  and  independence 
of  any  of  them."" 

These  are  to  be  accepted,  however,  with  certain  limita- 
tions ^ 

(i.)  The  internal  development  of  the  resources  of  a  country 
has  never  been  considered  a  pretext  for  such  an  intervention, 
nor  has  its  acquisition  of  colonies  or  dependencies  at  a  dis- 
tance from  Europe.  It  seems  to  be  held,  with  respect  to  the 
latter,  that  distant  colonies  and  dependencies  weaken,  and  al- 
ways render  more  vulnerable,  the  metropolitan  state. 

(2.)  Although  the  increase  of  the  wealth  and  population  of 
a  country  is  the  most  effectual  means  by  which  its  power  can 

•Creasy,  "First  Platform  of  In-  Westlake,  pp.  120-122;  Vattel,  liv. 

temational  Law,"  pp.  279.  2S0,  cit-  iii.  chap.  iii.  %%  42-49. 

ing  .De  Martens.  $|.  122-124.     See  'Creasy,  p.  285;  Vattel,  liv.  iii. 

also  La  Th6orie  de  r&)uilibre  Eu-  chap.  iii.  §§  42-50 ;  Lawrence,  Int. 

ropeenne,  by  Ernest  Nys.  vol.  xxv.  Law,  §  85  ;  Dana's  Wheaton,  J§  63- 

Revue  de  Droit  Int.  pp.  34-58;  68;  KlUber,  $42. 
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be  augmented,  such  an  augmentation  is  too  gradual  to  excite 
alarm. 

(3.)  The  injustice  and  mischief  of  admitting  that  nations 
have  a  right  to  use  force  for  the  express  purpose  of  retarding 
the  civilization  and  diminishing  the  prosperity  of  their  inoffen- 
sive neighbors  are  too  revolting  to  allow  such  a  right  to  be  in- 
serted even  in  the  lax  code  of  international  law. 

(4.)  Finally,  therefore,  interferences  to  preserve  the  balance 
of  power  have  been  confined  to  attempts  to  prevent  a  sov- 
ereign already  powerful  from  incorporating  conquered  prov- 
inces into  his  territory,  or  increasing  his  territory  by  marriage 
or  inheritance,  or  exercising  a  dictatorial  influence  over  the 
councils  of  an  independent  state.* 

The  Primacy  of  the  Great  Powers;  the  Concert  of  Eu- 
rope. In  connection  with  the  European  balance  of  power,  it 
is  proper  to  mention  at  this  point  another  principle  of  inter- 
national political  action  which  has  come  into  being  largely 
within  the  present  century.  This  principle  is  called  the  Con- 
cert of  Europe,  and  it  grew  out  of  a  predominance  of  influence 
among  the  principal  states  of  Europe,  which  has  been  appro- 
priately called  the  Primacy  of  the  Great  Powers.  It  has  been 
seen  that  all  sovereign  states  are,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
international  law,  regarded  as  equal  in  respect  to  the  number 
and  extent  of  their  respective  rights  of  sovereignty.  In  point 
of  power  and  influence,  however,  it  has  been  seen  that  they  are 
very  far  from  equal ;  their  influence  depending  upon  their  ter- 
ritorial  extent,  their  wealth  and  population,  and  the  strength 
of  their  military  and  naval  establishments.  Admitting  such 
preponderance  to  exist  in  behalf  of  the  great  powers,  it  follows 
that,  in  matters  as  to  which  there  is  identity  of  interest,  or  a 


'  Essay  by  N.  W.  Senior,  on  "  In- 
terference to  Support  the  Balance 
of  Power,"  in  No.  ^^  of  the  Edin- 
burgh  Reiu'ew,  cited  by  Creasy,  pp. 
285,  286.  The  principle  of  the  Eu- 
ropean balance  of  power,  as  dis- 
cussed by  text  writers,  no  longer 
Stands  alone,    Ther^  is  a  sjmjlar 


balance  among  the  several  states 
of  Europe  in  respect  to  their  pos- 
sessions and  acquisitions  in  Asia, 
Africa,  and  the  islands  of  the  sea,  a 
disturbance  of  which  is  as  prompt- 
ly and  keenly  felt  as  if  it  had  oc- 
curred on  the  continent  of  Europe. 
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substantial  agreement  in  foreign  policy,  their  united  authority 
may  be  exerted  with  a  view  to  constrain  less  powerful  states 
to  follow  a  particular  line  of  conduct;  and  they  may,  by  the  in- 
fluence which  they  are  able  to  bring  to  bear,  compel  a  particu- 
lar state  to  do,  or  refrain  from  doing,  a  particular  thing :  as  to 
refrain  from  declaring  war,  or  to  bring  a  particular  war  to  a 
close,  upon  certain  conditions,  or  even  to  bring  about  certain 
constitutional  changes  or  internal  reforms.  The  leading  states 
of  Europe  constitute  such  a  primacy,  and  their  agreement 
upon  a  particular  line  of  policy  is  called  the  Concert  of  Europe. 
This  concerted  action  may  be  exercised,  informally  through 
their  respective  foreign  offices,  by  diplomatic  agencies,  or,  for- 
mally, in  congresses  or  conferences,  in  a  manner  presently  to 
be  described.  The  establishment  of  the  kingdom  of  Greece 
in  1832,  the  establishment  of  a  Danish  prince  upon  the  Greek 
throne,  upon  the  abdication  of  King  Otho  in  1862,  the 
foundation  of  the  kingdom  of  Belgium  in  1839,  and  the  at- 
tempts made,  at  various  times  within  the  present  century,  to 
obtain  constitutional  reforms  in  Turkey,  are  examples  of  such 
concerted  action.' 

Spheres  of  Influence.    The  term  "  spheres  of  'influence  ** 
applies  to  portions  of  territory  lying  within  certain  well-defined 
boundaries,  and  occupied  by  uncivilized  races,  within  each  of  /  y 
which  the  influence  of  a  particular  European  stare  is  para^  '  ^'j 

mount.  The  practice  of  establishing  spheres  ot  Influence, 
wWch  is  of  verj"  recent  origin,  amounts,  in  fact,  to  a  distribu- 
tion of  uncivilized  territory  among  the  principal  states  of  Eu- 
rope by  treaties  defining  the  boundaries  of  the  areas  within 
which  their  influence  shall  be  supreme.  These  treaties,  in  the 
preparation  of  which  the  people  of  the  distributed  territoiy 
are  not  consulted,  contain  stipulations  binding  the  states  which 
are  parties  to  their  operation  to  refrain  from  extending  the 
influence  of  one  state  within  the  sphere,  or  territorial  area, 
allotted  to  another.*    As  against  third  powers,  not  parties  to 

'  Lawrence,  Essays  on  Modern  In-  •  Westlake,  pp.  1 87  -  1 89 ;  Law- 
temational  Law, second  ed.chap.v.  rence,  Int.  Law,  §§95.  loi,  103.  104; 
pp.  208-234 ;  Westlake,  pp.  92-101.     vol.  xx.  Revue de  Droit  Int.  pp.  5-35. 
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the  treaty  of  distribution,  these  agreements  are,  of  course,  in- 
operative. How  extensive  the  influence  exerted  in  a  particular 
case  shall  be,  the  form  and  manner  of  its  exercise,  whether  by 
the  state  itself,  acting  through  recognized  governmental  agen- 
cies, or  by  the  interposition  of  commercial  companies,  and  the 
question  whether  it  shall  ripen  into  a  protectorate,  or  become 
a  dependency  of  the  predominant  state,  are  matters  which  are 
left  to  the  determination  of  the  state  whose  influence  is  pre- 
dominant in  a  particular  territory. 

The  Monroe  Doctrine 

The  political  principle  which  has  become  generally  known 
as  the  Monroe  Doctrine  has  never  been  regarded,  or  even  sug- 
gested, as  a  rule  of  international  law.  Like  the  principle  of  the 
European  Balance  of  Power,  however,  it  concerns  more  than  a 
single  state  in  its  operation  and  has  been  made  the  subject  of 
diplomatic  intercourse,  and  is,  for  that  reason,  entitled  to  a 
place  in  a  work  professing  to  treat  of  the  relations  of  sovereign 
states  and  of  their  intercourse  with  each  other.' 

During  the  period  of  the  Napoleonic  wars,  Spain  was  deeply 
engaged  iir  European  affairs  and  her  dependencies  in  America 
took  this  occasion  to  assert  their  independence,  which  was  ac- 
complished, in  most  cases,  without  serious  resistance  on  the 
part  of  the  mother-country.  After  a  proper  time  had  elapsed 
in  each  case  the  United  States  recognized  their  independence, 
and,  although  Spain  continued  to  regard  them  as  dependen- 
cies, it  was  found  to  be  impossible  to  reduce  them  to  submis- 
sion without  the  assistance  of  other  European  powers. 

When  the  Emperor  Napoleon  was  overthrown  in  1815,  the 
sovereigns  of  Russia,  Austria,  and  Prussia  ent^ered  into  a  league 
at  Paris,  called  the  Holy  Alliance,  to  which  France  became  a 
party  at  the  Congress  of  Aix-la-CJiapelle  in  1818.     England, 

•  »  *  ■         . 

*  The  Monroe  Doctrine  has  for  America  in  some  respects  rescm- 

its  objects  the  maintenance  of  peace  bling  that  borne  by  the  principle 

on  the  western  continent  and  the  of  uie  Balance  of  Power  to  the 

preservation  of  the  American  states  states  of  Europe,  and  has  the  same 

in  their  int^rity.     In  this  respect  claim  to  consideration  from  the 

it  bears  a  relation  to  the  states  of  point  of  view  of  international  law. 
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although  invited  to  accede  toxthe  convention,  declined  to  be- 
come a  member  of  the  alliance,  or  to  participate  in  its  acts  or 
deliberations.'  Although  thp  ostensible  purpose  of  the  agree- 
ment was  to  secure  the  subordination  of  politics  to  the  maxims 
of  Christianity,  its  real  purpose  is  now  known  to  have  been  to 
afford  support  to  European  governments  in  the  suppression  of 
revolutionary  uprisings  and  to  repress  agitation  in  behalf  of 
liberal  reforms.  In  pursuance  of  this  purpose  a  reactionary 
government  was  established  in  Naples ;  somewhat  later  it  sup- 
ported France  in  an  armed  intervention  in  Spain,  as  a  result 
of  which  a  republican  government  which  had  been  established 
there  was  overthrown  and  the  absolute  government  restored  to 
power.  It  was  then  proposed  to  overthrow  the  republican  in- 
stitutions which  had  been  established  in  the  Spanish  American 
states  and  to  restore  them  to  their  former  position  as  Euro- 
pean dependencies.  This  policy  was  strongly  opposed  by 
Great  Britain  who  declared  **  that  she  would  consider  any  in- 
tervention, by  force  or  menace,  in  the  affairs  of  these  states,  as 
a  reason  for  recognizing  them  without  delay.*'*  The  English 
prime-minister,  Mr.  Canning,  brought  the  matter  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  United  States  Government,  and  suggested  that  suit- 
able steps  be  taken  to  prevent  such  intervention  in  American 
affairs. 

After  consulting  Jefferson,  Madison,  John  Quincy  Adams, 
and  other  leading  statesmen  of  the  time.  President  Monroe 
embodied  the  following  statements  in  his  annual  message  to 
Congress  in  December,  18^3  :  "  The  occasion  has  been  judged 
proper  for  asserting  as  a  principle,  in  which  the  rights  and  in- 
terests of  the  United  States  are  involved,  that  the  American 
continents,  by  the  free  and  independent  condition  which  they 
have  assumed  and  maintained,  are  not  to  be  considered  as  sub- 
jects for  future  colonization  by  any  European  power."  •    Else- 

'  For  the  text  of  this  agreement,  *  I    Phillimore,   S  4^5 «'    Dana's 

see  Alison's  Life  of  Lord  Castle-  Wheaton,  |  67,  note  36 ;  Woolsey, 

reagh,  vol.  iii.  p.  66;  see  also  Law-  {§  46-48 ;  Creasy,  {  124. 

rence.  Essays  on  Modern  Interna-  '  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  57 ;   Rush.  I 

tional  Law,  second  ed.  p.  215,  note.  Residence  at  the  Court  of  London. 


112 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL   LAW 


where  in  the  same  message  he  states :  "  We  owe  it  therefore 
to  candor  and  to  the  amicable  relations  existing  between  the 
United  States  and  these  powers  to  declare  that  we  should  con- 
sider any  attempt  on  their  part  to  extend  their  system  to  any 
portion  of  this  hemisphere  as  dangerous  to  our  peace  and 
safety.  With  the  existing  colonies  and  dependencies  of  any 
European  power  we  have  not  interfered  and  shall  not  inter- 
fere. But  with  the  governments  who  have  declared  their  in- 
dependence  and  maintained  it,  and  whose  independence  we 
have  on  great  consideration  and  just  principles  acknowledged, 
we  could  not  view  any  interposition  for  the  purpose  of  op- 
pressing them,  or  in  any  other  manner  controlling  their  des- 
tiny, than  as  a  manifestation  of  an  unfriendly  disposition  tow- 
ards the  United  States,"  * 

These  declarations,  which  have  become  known  as  the  "  Mon- 
roe Doctrine,**  have  never  received  express  legislative  sanctmi^ 
anct,  therefore,  do  not  constitute  a  part  of  the  municipal  law 
of  the  United  States.  Nor,  in  a  similar  sense,  are  they  rules 
of  international  law.*  They  have  been  frequently  cited,  how- 
ever, by  the  Executive,  as  an  expression  of  the  permanent 
foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  and  have  received  the 
support  of  the  political  departments  of  the  government  and 
the  approval  of  the  American  people.* 

The  declaration  in  respect  to  colonization  proceeded  upon 


*  President  Monroe's  Message  of 
December  2,  1823,  Annual  Regis- 
ter,  Ixv. 

'  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the  declarations  known  as  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  have  never  re- 
ceived the  sanction  of  an  act  or 
resolution  of  Congress,  and  for 
that  reason  form  no  part  of  the 
municipal  law  of  the  United  States; 
nor  do  they  have  any  of  that  au- 
thority which  European  govern- 
ments attach  to  a  royal  ordinance. 
They  are,  in  fact,  only  the  declara- 
tions of  an  existing  administration 
of  what  its  own  policy  would  be. 
^d  ^h^^  i^  thinks  §l»o«l<J  ever  b^ 


the  policy  of  the  country  on  a  sub- 
ject of  paramount  and  permanent 
interest ;  indeed  Congress  has  nev- 
er been  willing  to  commit  the  na- 
tion to  any  compact  or  pledge  on 
the  subject,  or  to  any  specific  dec- 
laration of  purpose  or  methods, 
beyond  the  general  language  of  the 
message. — I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  57. 

*See  the  addresses  by  Mr. 
Charles  Francis  Adams  and  others 
at  the  8th  Annual  meeting  at  Wash- 
ington of  the  American  Society  of 
International  Law,  April  22-25, 
printed  in  Supplement  to  the 
American  Journal  of  Int.  Law, 
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the  assumption  that  evety  part  of  the  territory  upon  the 
American  continent  formed  a  part  of,  or  was  embraced  in,  the 
territorial  limits  of  some  then  existing  state,  and  that,  as  a 
consequence,  no  territory  remained  in  the  western  hemisphere 
which  could  be  made  the  subject  of  occupation,  or  coloniza- 
tion, without  invading  the  territory  of  a  sovereign  state.  Such 
an  attempt  to  plant  colonies  in  any  portion  of  the  western 
hemisphere  would,  therefore,  be  met  and  resisted  by  the  state 
whose  territories  were  invaded,  and  the  European  power 
making  the  attempt  might,  or  might  not,  incur  the  disap- 
probation, or  active  opposition,  of  the  United  States.  The 
question  whether  the  United  States  would  interfere,  or  refrain 
from  interference,  in  a  case  of  attempted  colonization,  is  one 
which  would  be  determined  by  that  government  in  accordance 
with  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case.* 

The  doctrine  has  never  been  interpreted  to  mean,  however, 
that  the  United  States  would  lend  its  aid  in  every  case  of  dis- 
pute between  a  Spanish  American  republic  and  a  European 
state.  Nor  has  it  been  regarded  as  a  dormant  treaty  of  al- 
liance, to  come  into  operation  upon  the  occurrence  of  war  be- 
tween an  American  state  and  a  European  power,  to  which  the 
United  States  is  bound  to  become  a  party  against  its  judg- 
ment, or  in  opposition  to  its  will ;  it  is  only  when  something 
in  the  nature  of  coercion  has  been  undertaken,  when  some  at- 
tempt has  been  made  on  the  part  of  a  European  power  *'  to 
extend  their  system  to  any  portion  of  this  hemisphere,"  or 
when  there  has  been  "  interposition  for  the  purpose  of  op- 
pressing an  American  republic  "  that  a  case  calling  for  inter- 
ference may  be  said  to  arise. 

Case  of  Yucatan,    THis  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Yuca- 


>  Two  years  later,  at  the  suggest- 
ion of  some  of  the  Spanish  Amer- 
ican states,  a  congress  was  called 
at  Panama  to  take  into  considera- 
tion the  means  of  carrying  the 
Monroe  Doctrine  into  effect.  The 
United  States  Government  sent 
two  representatives  to  this  con- 


gress, but  declined  to  commit  itself 
to  any  particular  line  of  policy,  or 
to  accept,  in  advance,  any  Con- 
clusions which  might  be  adopted, 
or  favored,  by  the  conference. — 
See  the  Panama  Congress  of  1826, 
vol.  iv.  of  the  Int.  Amer.  Conf.  of 
1890. 
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tan,  in  1S48.  In  his  annual  message  to  Congress  for  that  year 
President  Polk  announced  that  the  sovereignty  of  Yucatan 
had  been  offered  to  Great  Britain,  Spain,  and  the  United 
States,  and  recommended  that  steps  be  taken  to  prevent  the 
absorption  of  Yucatan  in  the  dominions  of  any  European 
power.  No  action  was  taken  by  Congress  looking  to  the  adop- 
tion of  the  policy  recommended  by  the  Executive,  upon  the 
ground,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Calhoun,  that  the  case  was  one  to 
which  the  Monroe  Doctrine  did  not  apply.* 

The  French  Occupation  of  Mexico.  The  most  striking  ap- 
plication of  the  doctrine,  however,  is  to  be  found  in  the  re- 
sistance offered  by  the  United  States  to  the  project  of  the 
Emperor  Napoleon  III.  to  place  Maximilian,  an  Austrian 
prince,  upon  the  throne  of  Mexico.  The  constitutional  gov- 
ernment of  President  Juarez,  which  had  been  established  by 
the  people  of  Mexico,  refused,  in  1861,  to  recognize  the  valid- 
ity of  certain  debts,  contracted  in  Europe  by  an  insurrection- 
ary government  under  Miramon,  which  had  been  recognized 
by  certain  European  powers  as  the  de  feicto  government  of 
Mexico.  England,  France,  and  Spain,  acting  in  behalf  of  their 
subjects,  who  were  creditors  of  Mexico,  agreed  to  take  joint 
possession  of  certain  Mexican  ports,  and  to  collect  and  apply 
the  revenues  to  the  liquidation  of  these  claims.  It  was  a  con- 
dition of  the  undertaking  that  none  of  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment should  make  any  acquisitions  of  territory,  or  exercise 
any  influence  upon  the  internal  affairs  of  Mexico  that  was  cal- 
culated to  prejudice  the  right  of  the  people  to  choose  and  con- 
stitute freely  its  form  of  government. 

As  soon  as  the  troops  landed  at  Vera  Cruz  the  designs  of  the 
French  Government  became  apparent,  and  England  and  Spain 
withdrew.  Although  the  United  States  was  then  entering  the 
most  critical  period  of  her  history,  her  resources  being  taxed  to 
their  utmost  in  quelling  a  rebellion  at  home,  she  immediately 
demanded  an  explanation  of  France,  and  received  the  assuranee 
that  the  sole  purpose  of  the  invasion  was  to  enforce  the  settle* 

'  Woolsey,  §  48 ;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  fS  57,  ft. 
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ment  of  the  just  claims  of  French  subjects.  In  1863,  however, 
as  a  consequence  of  the  armed  intervention  of  France,  Maxi- 
milian was  placed  upon  the  throne  of  Mexico,  and  was  sup- 
ported in  that  position  by  the  French  army  of  occupation. 

The  United  States  continued  to  recognize  the  government 
of  President  Juarez,  and  urged  France,  in  the  strongest  terms, 
to  withdraw  her  troops  from  Mexico,  but,  by  reason  of  her 
own  war,  was  unable  to  insist  upon  their  removal.  So  soon  as 
peace  was  restored,  however,  the  United  States  insisted  upon 
the  removal  of  the  French  army  of  occupation,  and  concen- 
trated a  large  force  of  troops  on  the  Rio  Grande  frontier  in 
support  of  her  demand ;  as  a  consequence  of  such  insistence, 
the  French  troops  were  withdrawn  from  Mexica* 

The  Venezuelan  Boundary.  Another  illustration  of  the  ap- 
plication of  this  doctrine  is  afforded  by  the  recent  contro- 
versy between  Great  Britain  and  Venezuela  in  respect  to  a 
disputed  question  of  boundary  between  the  latter  state  and 
British  Guiana.  The  official  cause  of  diflerence  in  this  case 
arose  more  than  sixty  years  ago,  and  the  constant  endeavor  of 
Venezuela  has  been  to  secure  an  amicable  settlement  of  the 
difficulty.  Arbitration  has  been  proposed,  and  the  United 
States  has,  on  several  occasions,  tendered  its  good  offices,  and 
has  urged  upon  Great  Britain  the  propriety  of  such  a  settle- 
ment of  the  controversy,  but  without  result.  All  attempts  to 
obtain  an  honorable  settlement  having  failed,  Venezuela,  in 
1887,  recalled  her  minister  from  London. 

Great  Britain  having  subsequently  evinced  a  disposition  to 
enforce  her  claim  to  the  territory  in  dispute,  correspondence 
with  the  British  ministry  was  renewed,  and  President  Cleve- 
land, in  his  annual  message  to  Congress  in  1895,  suggested  a 
method  by  which  an  amicable  settlement  of  the  question  could 
be  brought  about.  This  correspondence  resulted  in  the 
execution  of  a  treaty  between  Great  Britain  and  Vene- 
zuela by  which  the  question  of  disputed  boundary  was 
referred  to  a  board  of  arbitration  and  the  questions  at 
issue  adjusted. 

>  Dig.  Int.  Law,  $  58;  III  Ibid.         » See  also  the  articles  by  J.  B. 
{  318.  Moore,  in  vol.  xxviii.  Revue  de 
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Imperfect  Rights. 

Nature  and  Character.  The  term  "  imperfect  rights  **  has 
already  been  explained.  The  distinction  between  perfect  and 
imperfect  rights  has  chiefly  to  do  with  their  sanction,  or  obli- 
gatory force,  and  can  be  best  explained,  perhaps,  by  a  com- 
parison with  the  corresponding  provisions  of  municipal  law. 
A  perfect  right,  from  the  point  of  view  of  municipal  law,  is 
one  which  is  enforcedLhyjth£.jstate;  either  by  the  imposition 
of  a  penalty  for  its  violation,  or  by  withholding  its  sanction,  or 
approval,  of  an  act  which  is  not  in  conformity  to  its  terms. 
Imperfect  rights,  on  the  other  hand,  are  those  prescribed  by 
usage,  or  sanctioned  by  considerations  of  politeness,  civility, 
orgood-will,  and  are  enforced,  or  their  observance  is  made 
general,  by  the  rules  of  polite  society  or  the  requirements  of 
good  breeding.  The  person  and  property  of  the  citizen,  for 
example,  are  protected  from  assault,  injury,  or  spoliation  by 
the  enactment  and  enforcement  of  appropriate  criminal  laws; 
these,  therefore,  correspond  to  perfect  rights  at  international 
law.  The  obligation  to  return  a  salute,  or  a  social  visit,  or  to 
give  a  polite  answer  to  a  question,  is  one  for  which  municipal 
law  fails  to  provide  a  sanction  ;  it  is  a  "  duty"  to  return  salutes 
or  social  visits,  but  it  is  a  duty  which  is  not  enforceable  at  law; 
so,  too,  one  who  tenders  a  salute,  or  makes  a  social  visit,  has  a 
"  moral  claim  "  to  a  return  of  the  civility  in  either  case,  but  he 
has  no  cause  of  action  for  which  the  courts  of  the  state  will 
provide  a  remedy.  These  last  correspond  to  imperfect  rights, 
or,  as  they  are  sometimes  properly  called,  "duties **  or  "  moral 
claims  "  at  international  law.* 


Droit  International,  pp.  301 -329; 
and  by  Th.  Barclay,  In  vol.  xxviii. 
Ibid.  pp.  502-525;  Foreign  Rela- 
tions U.  S.  1895,  pp.  542-546, 1480- 
1491 ;  Ibid.  1896.  p.  254. 

*  Vattel  classifies  state  rights  into 
internal  and  external ;  the  latter 
into  perfect  and  imperfect  rights. 
"The  perfect  right  is  that  which  is 
accompanied  by  the  right  of  com- 


pelling those  who  refuse  to  fulfil 
the  correspondent  obligation.  The 
perfect  obligation  is  that  which 
gives  to  the  opposite  party  the 
right  of  compulsion ;  the  imperfect 
gives  him  only  a  right  to  ask." — 
Vattel,  prelim,  chap.  p.  Ixii.  §  17 ; 
liv.  ii.  chap.  i. ;  Woolsey,  §§  22-25; 
Hall.  $  13;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  j 
72 ;  I  Halleck,  pp.  47,  156. 
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Imperfect  rights  are  reciprocal  in  character  and  are  said  to 
rest  upon  the  comity  of  nations.  Although  they  derive  their 
support  from  considerations  which  are  rather  moral  than  legal, 
or  political  in  character,  they  are  none  the  less  obligatory  upon 
states  in  their  intercourse  with  each  other.  While,  as  has  been 
seen,  the  denial  of  an  imperfect  right,  or  a  failure  to  recognize 
a  moral  claim,  does  not  constitute  a  just  cause  for  war,  a  state 
declining  to  recognize  them  and  to  be  bound  by  their  require- 
ments in  its  relations  with  other  states  would  suffer  seriously 
in  reputation  as  a  consequence  of  such  neglect. 

The  following  are  some  of  the  more  important  of  these  im- 
perfect rights  or  duties : 

(a.)  The  Duty  of  Humanity.  A  state,  in  the  performance 
of  this  duty,  has  chiefly  to  do  with  individuals  who  are  obliged 
to  seek  shelter  in  its  territory  from  acts  of  hostility  or  from 
the  perils  of  the  sea.  The  cases  of  the  crews  of  wrecked  ves- 
sels, or  those  of  ships-of-war  or  merchant  vessels  seeking  ref- 
uge from  a  superior  force  of  the  enemy,  and  of  bodies  of  de- 
fenceless troops  fleeing  across  a  neutral  frontier  to  escape 
capture,  are  illustrations  of  the  performance  of  this  duty. 

The  duty  of  humanity,  however,  is  not  of  exclusive  applica- 
tion to  individuals.  "  If  a  nation  is  suffering  under  a  famine, 
all  others  having  a  quantity  of  provisions  are  bound  to  relieve 
its  distress,  yet  without  thereby  exposing  themselves  to  want." ' 
"  The  like  assistance  is  due  whatever  be  the  calamity  by  which 
a  nation  is  afflicted.  Whole  sections  of  countries  are  some- 
times devastated  by  floods,  and  cities  and  towns  destroyed  by 
fires  and  earthquakes,  leaving  vast  numbers  of  people  destitute 
of  the  means  of  shelter  and  subsistence.  It  is,  first,  the  duty 
of  their  own  government  to  provide  for  these  wants ;  but  not 
infrequently  the  calamity  is  so  great  that  the  government  is 
unable  to  give  its  aid  to  the  extent,  and  within  the  time  re- 
quired, to  render  its  aid  efficacious.  In  such  cases  the  laws  of 
humanity  would  impose  a  duty  on  others.  In  many  instances 
of  this  kind,  however,  the  active  charity  of  individuals  and 

g  » I  Halleck.  p.  406;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap,  i, 
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communities  renders  any  action  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ments of  other  states  unnecessary.  But  a  government  may 
always  stimulate  and  assist  such  charity,  and  by  thus  reflect- 
ing and  giving  effect  to  the  general  feelings  of  its  people,  man- 
ifest its  sympathy  and  generosity."  *  Of  such  a  character  was 
the  assistance  rendered  by  the  government  of  the  United 
States  in  transporting  to  India,  to  Ireland,  and  to  Cuba  and 
Asia  Minor  the  contributions  of  provisions  spontaneously  of- 
fered by  the  American  people. 

{6,)  The  RigiiLaLAsy^ni*  Every  state,  as  a  necessary  con- 
sequence oJF  its  sovereignty  and  independence,  has  the  right  to 
determine  what  persons,  outside  of  its  own  citizenship,  shall 
be  permitted  to  enter  its  territories  either  for  purposes  of  resi- 
dence, or  as  temporary  sojourners.*  On  the  other  hand,  it 
may  be  said  that  no  individual,  save  in  a  limited  number  of 
cases  presently  to  be  described,  has  a  right  to  demand  such 
admission  to  the  territory  of  a  foreign  state.  The  state  may 
admit,  or,  for  reasons  of  its  own,  may  decline  to  admit,  or  may 
even  exclude  from  its  territory,  any  person  or  persons  whose 
presence  is  dangerous  to  its  safety,  or  prejudicial  to  its  rela- 


*  I  Halleck,  pp.  406-41 1 ;  Vattel, 
liv.  ii.  chap.  i.  5§  3-10 ;  Heffter,  §  63. 

•  Hall,  S  63 ;  Heflfter,  §§  62.  63 ; 
KlUber.  |§  79.  80 ;  For.  Rel.  of  the 
United  States,  1879,  p.  965;  An- 
nuaire,  de  I'lnst.  dc  Droit  Int.  i888, 
p.  245 ;  vol.  XX.  Revue  de  Droit  In- 
ternational, p.  498.  The  policy  of 
the  United  States  in  respect  to  im- 
migration was  much  more  liberal 
in  the  early  part  of  its  history  than 
it  is  at  present.  In  recent  years, 
with  the  rapid  increase  in  popula- 
tion, the  tendency  has  been  to  re- 
strict immigration  in  respect  to 
certain  classes  of  persons,  for  rea- 
sons set  forth  in  the  statutes  im- 
posing the  restrictions.  The  fol- 
lowing are  examples  of  such 
restrictive  legislation:  The  Acts 
of  June  23,  1874  (18  Stat,  at  Large. 
251),  and  March  3,  1875  (Ibid.  477), 
prohibit  the  admission  of  prosti- 


tutes, kidnapped  persons,  or  others 
brought  into  the  territory  of  the 
United  States  against  their  will ; 
the  Acts  of  May  6.  1882  (22  Ibid. 
58),  July  5, 1884  (23  Ibid.  115),  Sep- 
tember 13,  1888  (25  Ibid.  476).  Oc- 
tober 1.  1888  (Ibid.  504).  May  5, 
1892  (27  Ibid.  25),  and  the  Treaty  of 
March  17,  1894  (28  Ibid.  158),  pro- 
hibit the  introduction  of  Chinese  la- 
borers ;  and  the  Acts  of  February  26, 
1885  (23  Ibid.  332).  March  3. 1891  (26 
Ibid.  1084),  and  March  3,  1893  (27 
Ibid.  569).  prohibit  the  admission 
of  contract  laborers.  Save  for  the 
authority  conferred  by  these  stat- 
utes the  Federal  government  is 
without  power  to  prevent  the  ad- 
mission of  aliens,  to  supervise  their 
movements,  or  to  compel  their  de- 
parture or  migration  from  its  ter- 
ritory. 
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tions  with  friendly  powers.     A  state  may  therefore  prescribe 
in  its  niunicipal  laws  what  persons  or  classes  of  persons  may 
come  within  its  boundaries;  it  may  permit  some  to  become 
citizens  and   may  deny  that  privilege  to  others ;  it  may  also 
prescribe,  in    a  similar  manner,  what  rights  of  residence  or 
domicile  may  be  acquired  by  aliens  coming  within  its  borders.' 
CcLse  of  Political  Refugees.     It  is  the  practice  of  most  mod- 
ern states  to  receive  political   offenders  and    persons  exiled 
from  their  states  of  nativity  for  political  reasons.     Such  asylum 
is  accorded  even  against  the  protest  of  the  state  from  which 
they  have  fled,  and  is  maintained,  if  need  be,  in  disregard  of 
its  demand   for  their  extradition,  or  surrender,  but  upon  con- 
dition, however,  that  the  laws  and  institutions  of  the  state  in 
which  such  offenders  have  taken  refuge  shall  be  respected,  and 
that  its  territory  shall  not  be  made  the  base  of  operations 
against  the  peace  and  safety  of  a  friendly  state.     It  has  been 
seen  that  such  asylum  is  not  demandable  as  a  matter  of  strict 
right,  nor,  if  it  be  abused,  can  its  continuance  be  made  the 
subject  of  a  similar  demand ;  the  mere  fact  that  it  has  been 
accorded  gives  rise  to  no  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  state  by 
which  it  was  conferred.' 


•  '  Hall.  iS  10,  13.  63;  Snow,  p.  61; 
Kliiber.  {§  79-82 ;  Walker,  Manual. 
§19;  Bluntschli,  $$  38'-398;  H 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  f  206. 

'The  Federal  Constitution  and 
the  laws  made  in  pursuance  there- 
of confer  power  upon  the  United 
States  to  restrict  individual  lib- 
erty only  in  the  case  of  a  person 
charged  with  an  offence  against 
the  United  States,  or  arrested  in 
pursuance  of  a  request  for  extra- 
dition from  a  foreign  power,  made 
in  accordance  with  treaty  stipula- 
tions. During  the  controversy  with 
France  in  1798,  however,  three 
enactments  were  passed  by  Con- 
gress authorizing  the  expulsion  of 
aliens  from  the  territoiy  of  the 
United  States.  The  first  (Act  of 
June  18,  1798, 1  Stat,  at  Large,  p. 


566)  was  an  amendment  to  the 
naturalization  laws  and  forbade  the 
naturalization  of  alien  enemies  and 
extended  the  period  of  residence 
prior  to  naturalization  to  fourteen 
years.  The  second  (Act  of  June 
2S*  179S'  I  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  571) 
authorized  the  President,  at  his 
discretion,  to  order  out  of  the  coun- 
try all  such  aliens  as  he  might 
judge  dangerous  to  the  peace  and 
safety  of  the  United  States.  The 
third  (Act  of  July  6,  1798,  1  Stat, 
at  Large,  p.  577)  declared  that,  in 
case  of  war  or  invasion,  all  resi- 
dent aliens,  being  citizens  of  the 
hostile  nation,  might,  upon  a  proc- 
lamation issued  at  the  discretion 
of  the  President,  be  apprehended 
and  secured  or  removed.  None  of 
these  statutes  was  ever  called  into 
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Case  of  Shipwrecked  Sailors.  In  case  of  shipwreck,  or  where 
a  public  or  private  vessel  js  forced  by  stress  of  Weather  to  take 
refuge  in  the  territorial  v^aters  of  a  foreign  state,  humanity 
dictates  that  her  passengers  and  crew  shall  be  hospitably  re- 
ceived and  cared  for  until  their  own  state,  or  its  duly  author- 
ized consular  representatives,  can  make  adequate  arrangements 
for  their  care  and  maintenance.  In  other  respects  such  an 
entry  into  the  ports  of  a  foreign  state  is  controlled  by  the  same 
rules  as  are  applied  to  merchant  ships,  or  to  public  armed  ves- 
sels, as  the  case  may  be.' 

In  the  cases  of  the  Creole  and  the  Maria  Luz,  presently  to 
be  explained,  both  of  which  were  compelled  to  seek  refuge  in 
foreign  ports,  in  consequence  of  a  mutiny  of  slaves  or  coolies 
which  constituted  their  cargoes,  the  contention  was  made  that, 
where  a  ship  is  compelled  by  the  perils  of  the  sea,  or  by  mu- 
tiny on  board,  to  take  refuge  in  a  foreign  port,  it  shall  be  al- 
lowed to  depart  in  the  same  condition  in  which  it  entered,  and 
that  persons  brought  in  in  a  state  of  slavery,  or  involuntary 
servitude,  shall  continue  to  occupy  that  relation  during  the 
stay  of  the  vessel  in  port  and  on  its  departure.  This  claim 
has  not  received  such  general  sanction,  however,  as  to  entitle 
it  to  consideration  as  a  rule  of  international  law. 

Case  of  the  '^Creole''  This  case  arose  in  1841.  The  CreoCe 
was  a  coasting  vessel  flying  the  American  flag,  which  was  en- 


operation.— Hildreth.  History  of 
the  United  States,  vol.  v.  p.  216; 
Cooley.  Const.  Law,  pp.  97,  98.  For 
the  case  of.Kossuth,  the  Hungarian 
refugee,  see  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  48 ; 
see  also  the  chapter  entitled  "  Ex- 
tradition," and  II  Dig.  Int.  Law  § 
272;  Vattel.  liv.  ii.  chap.  viii.  §  100. 
*  In  the  case  of  a  compulsory  en- 
try into  a  foreign  port,  under  an 
overruling  necessity,  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  municipal  law  of  the 
nation  having  jurisdiction  of  that 
port,  to  the  subversion  of  the  au- 
thorities and  rights  guaranteed  by 
its    own    country,  is    not    in  any 


respect  justifiable.  —  IV  Opinions 
Att.-Gen.  p.  98.  If  a  vessel  be  com- 
pelled, by  an  overruling  neces- 
sity, to  take  refuge  in  the  ports  of 
another  country,  she  is  not  subject 
to  the  municipal  laws  of  that  coun- 
try, so  far  as  concerns  any  penalty, 
prohibition,  tax,  or  incapacity,  that 
would  otherwise  be  incurred  :  Pro- 
vided, she  do  nothing  further  to 
violate  the  municipal  law  during 
her  stay. — VII  Ibid.  p.  18;  Ibid.  p. 
122 ;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.chap.  viii.  §  104;  ll 
Halleck,  p.  182;  Hall,  §  63;  I  Fer- 
guson, §§  112-114;  Bluntschli,  §§ 
394-398;  II  Ortolan,  chap.  viii. 


RIGHTS— COMITY— CEREMONIAL  121 

gaged  in  carrying  a  cargo  of  slaves  from  Hampton  Roads  to 
New  Orleans,  both  ports  being  within  the  territorial  juris- 
diction of  the  United  States.  While  in  the  prosecution  of 
this  voyage,  the  slaves  mutinied,  killed  one  of  the  owners  of 
the  cargo,  and  compelled  the  officers  of  the  ship  to  put  in  to 
Nassau,  a  port  of  the  Bahama  Islands.  There,  in  accordance 
with  the  practice  of  the  British  Government  in  that  regard, 
the  authorities  of  the  port  set  at  liberty  all  persons  on  board 
who  had  not  been  concerned  in  the  murder.  The  surrender 
of  the  slaves  was  demanded  by  the  United  States  on  the 
ground  that,  as  the  action  of  the  captain  had  been  constrained, 
the  entry  had  been  in  distress,  and  that  such  entrance  into  a 
foreign  port  did  not  suspend  the  operation  of  the  laws  of  the 
state  under  whose  flag  the  ship  sailed,  or  affect  in  any  way  the 
status  of  the  persons  on  board  in  respect  to  their  legal  relations 
to  each  other.  The  British  Government  sustained  the  action 
of  its  colonial  authorities  and  declined  to  surrender  the  slaves, 
and  the  claim  for  them  was  finally  merged  in  the  negotiations 
which  resulted  in  the  convention  of  February  8,  1853.* 

Case  of  the  ^^  Maria  Liiz^  The  Maria  Luz,  a  vessel  flying 
the  Peruvian  flag,  while  carrying  a  cargo  of  coolies  from  Macao 
to  Peru,  being  in  distress,  was  obliged  to  put  in  to  the  port  of 
Yokohama,  Japan.  A  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  charac- 
ter of  the  alleged  "  passengers,"  an  inquiry  was  instituted  by 
the  local  authorities,  to  which  nearly  all  of  the  coolies  consti- 
tuting the  cargo  of  the  vessel  were  summoned  as  witnesses. 
After  the  inquiry  had  terminated,  the  Peruvian  captain  re- 
quested the  return  of  the  coolies,  which  was  refused.  He  was 
informed,  however,  that  the  local  courts  were  open  to  him  for 
the  institution  of  a  suit  with  a  view  to  compel  specific  per- 
formance of  their  labor  contracts,  on  the  part  of  the  coolies,  if 
any  such  contracts  existed.  This  trial  was  had  and  the  decision 
was  adverse  to  the  captain  of  the  Maria  Luz.    Peru  having  no 

M   Dig.   Int.  Law,  §  38;  II  Von  Webster's  Works,  p.  303 ;  Woolsey, 

Hoist,   Constitutional    History  of  §  74;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  364-366,  372, 

the  United  States,  p.  479;  II  Ben-  444;  Snow,  Cases  in  Int.  Law,  p, 

|on>  Thirty  Year?'  View,  p.  409;  136, 
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consular  or  diplomatic  representatives  in  Japan  at  the  time, 
the  captain  then  requested  the  good  offices  of  the  American 
consul,  to  assist  him  in  securing  possession  of  the  cooly  passen- 
gers ;  his  request  was  declined,  however,  on  the  ground  that  the 
trade  in  cooly  laborers  was  forbidden  by  the  laws  of  the  United 
States.  This  refusal  was  approved  by  the  American  Govern- 
ment. The  case  was  then  presented  to  the  government  of  Japan 
by  the  American  minister,  with  the  consent  of  his  govern- 
ment, and  was  finally  referred  to  the  Emperor  of  Russia  for 
arbitration,  in  pursuance  of  an  agreement  to  that  effect,  entered 
into  by  the  Japanese  and  Peruvian  governments.  A  decision 
was  rendered  by  the  Emperor  Alexander  II.  on  February  29, 
1875,  to  the  effect  that  the  Japanese  Government  had  acted 
in  good  faith  in  the  matter,  and  was  not  responsible  for  the 
consequences  attending  the  detention  of  the  ship  in  the  terri- 
torial waters  of  Japan.* 

(c)  The  Duty  of  Comity.  "  There  is  a  set  of  courteous  and 
conveiTtenriSBservances,  usually  followed  in  the  conduct  of 
states  towards  each  other,  too  definite,  and  often  too  minute 
and  conventional,  to  make  it  proper  to  call  them  moral  prin- 
ciples. The  violation  or  neglect  of  these  is  not  considered 
sufficient  in  itself  to  justify  war,  though  one  state  is,  by  such 
violation  or  neglect,  often  placed  in  an  attitude  of  avowed  ill- 
will  and  suspicion  towards  another  state.  These  observations 
of  courtesy  and  convenience  are  said  to  depend  on  what  ju- 
rists and  statesmen  style  the  comity  of  nations^  *  The  practice 
of  extradition,  the  recognition  of  the  principles  of  private  in- 
ternational law,  the  privileges  of  exterritoriality  extended  to 
foreign  sovereigns  and  ambassadors,  to  armies  in  transit,  and 
to  public  armed  vessels,  are  all  based  upon  the'  comity  of 
nations. 

(^.)  The.  J>«ily'Of  lAtercourse.  In  the  discussion  of  this 
duty  it  is  necessary  to  regard  it  from  two  points  of  view, 

*  U.  S.  Forei^   Relations,  1873,  roy.  5  ^32;   Hall.  §  13;   1  Twiss,  §{ 

pp.  524-630;  Ibid.  1875,  p.  1066.  160-170;  I  Philliniore.  §§  16,  141- 

^  Creasy,  p.  36 ;  I  Halleck,  pp.  47,  143;  Walker,  Science  of  Int.  Law, 

156;  Woolsey,  §{  24,  73,  81 ;  Pome-  pp.  1 18-122. 
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and  to  consider,  ist.  The  duty  of  a  state  to  enter  into  rela- 
tions of  intercourse  witif  otter  stat'e^;  to  send  and  receive  am- 
bassadors,  to  permit  consuls  to  reside  and  to  periorm  their 
duties  in  its  commercial  cities,  to  negotiate  treaties,  and  to 
permit  aliens  to  travel  or  reside  in  its  territory.  2d.  The  duty 
of  commercial  intercourse,  which  consists  in  permitting  for- 
eigners to  engage  in  commerce  with  its  subjects^  and  to  ex- 
changee its  products  for  lliose  of  other  nations. 

In  the  former  case  a  nation,  by  establishing  a  rule  of  strict 
non-intercourse,  shuts  itself  out  from  being  a  party  to  inter- 
national law.  It  declines  to  be  bound  by  its  sanctions,  and  it 
cannot  of  right  expect  other  states  to  observe  them  in  such 
casual  and  irregular  intercourse  as  they  may  have  with  it. 
Aliens  who  enter  its  territory  do  so  at  their  peril ;  and,  as  its 
own  citizens  in  foreign  parts  cannot  look  to  their  own  govern- 
ment for  protection,  many  of  their  wrongs  must  go  unre- 
dressed. It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  subject  further,  for 
the  reason  that  no  state  now  assumes,  or  has  ever  assumed, 
such  an  attitude  of  complete  isolation.  It  is  only  necessary 
to  observe,  in  this  connection,  that,  in  proportion  as  a  nation 
withdraws  itself  from  intercourse  with  other  states,  or  hampers 
its  international  relations  with  needless  and  burdensome  re- 
strictions, in  the  same  proportion  It  withdraws  itself  from  the 
benefits  and  privileges  of  international  law.  If  it  ceases  to 
sanction,  or  formally  withdraws,  privileges  which  have  been 
granted  to  other  states,  or  to  aliens  resident  within  its  terri- 
tory, or  which  they  have  enjoyed  with  its  tacit  consent,  it  is 
guilty  of  a  violation  of  comity  which  will  gain  for  it  the  ill- 
will  of  nations,  and,  if  such  a  policy  be  persisted  in,  may,  in  the 
end,  result  in  measures  of  retaliation. 

In  respect  to  the  duty  of  commercial  intercourse,  it  has  been 
contended  by  some  writers  that  the  right  to  such  intercourse 
is  a  perfect  right,  and  that  a  refusal  to  enter  into  commercial 
relations  is  a  just  cause  for  war.  Others  claim  that  such  in- 
tercourse is  a  perfect  right  only  when  an  article  of  commerce 
is  produced  by  one  state  which  is  absolutely  necessary  to  the 
existence  of  another.     Neither  of  these  views  is   fairly  de- 
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ducible  from  the  fundamental  principles  of  international  law. 
In  the  first  place,  while  many  articles  of  trade  are  highly  de- 
sirable, none  have  thus  far  been  shown  to  be  so  absolutely 
necessary  and  indispensable  as  to  justify  a  resort  to  forcible 
methods  to  obtain  them.  Such  a  view  is  not  to  be  inferred 
from  the  theory  of  state  sovereignty  and  independence,  and  a 
refusal  to  enter  into  such  relations  would  certainly  not  justify 
acts  of  hostile  interference.  "  Vattel  lays  down  the  general 
rule  that  every  nation,  in  virtue  of  its  natural  liberty,  has  a 
right  to  trade  with  those  which  shall  be  willing  to  correspond 
with  such  intentions,  and  to  molest  her  in  the  exercise  of  her 
right  is  doing  her  an  injury." '  "  The  obligation  of  trading  with  a 
foreign  state  is  imperfect  in  itself,  and  gives  them  only  an  imper- 
fect right,  so  that,  in  cases  where  the  commerce  would  be  detri- 
mental, it  is  entirely  void."  *  "  China  and  Japan  for  a  long 
time  declined  all  commercial  intercourse  with  other  nations, 
and  even  now  permit  only  a  very  restricted  trade,  in  particular 
articles  and  at  particular  places.  The  question  was  at  one 
time  discussed  whether  these  people  could  not  be  compelled 
to  open  their  ports  to  foreigners,  and  engage  in  trade  and  gen- 
eral intercourse  with  the  rest  of  the  world.  But,  as  a  question 
of  international  jurisprudence,  it  scarcely  merits  consideration. 
No  doubt  on  this  point  could  arise  in  the  mind  of  any  person 
except  those  who  contend  that  the  rules  of  international  law 
adopted  by  Christian  nations  are  wholly  inapplicable  to  the 
countries  of  Asia.  But  this  opinion,  although  at  one  time 
supported  by  writers  of  unquestionable  ability,  is  now  almost 
universally  rejected  by  publicists."  " 

TH^.rujTY  OF  Mutual  Respect— Military  and  Mari- 

TINTF  CiCirE^'iONIAL 

Nature  and  Origin  of  the  Practice.     An  important  class 
of  international  usages,  largely  based  upon  the  principle  of  the 

*  Vattel.  liv.  ii.  chap.  ii.  §  24.  ■  I  Halleck,  p.  405  ;  Heffter.  §§  33, 

'I  Halleck,  p.  404 ;  Vattel, liv.  ii.  193;  Kliiber,  §§  69-71 ;   I  Lorimer. 

chap.  ii.  §  25 :  Woolsey,  §§  25, 63, 64 ;  pp.  230-235. 

I  De  Martens,  §  139. 
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equality  of  sovereign  states,  properly  falls  under  the  head  of 
imperfect  rights,  or  duties,  as  their  observance  is  now  generally 
held  to  rest  upon  the  comity  of  nations.  They  are  not  in 
themselves  matters  of  paramount  importance,  or  even,  in  most 
cases,  of  serious  concern ;  but  their  due  observance  facilitates 
the  amicable  intercourse  of  nations,  and  their  neglect  frequent- 
ly leads  to  international  differences,  discussions,  and  enmities, 
which  have  sometimes  terminated  in  long  and  bloody  wars/ 

A  state,  in  its  capacity  as  a  body  corporate,  has  not  only  a 
right  of  reputation,  but  is  entitled  to  certain  external  and  vis- 
ible tokens  of  respect  in  recognition  of  its  dignity  and  im- 
portance as  a  member  of  the  great  commonwealth  of  nations. 
This  consideration  is  also  extended  to  its  flag,  to  its  sovereign, 
or  chief  executive,  and  to  those  persons  who  represent  the  state 
in  an  official  capacity.*  ^Within  its  territorial  limits  the  honors 
to  be  paid  to  its  officers  are  determined  largely  by  custom  and 
tradition  ;  to  a  certain  extent,  also,  they  are  recognized  and 
sanctioned  in  its  municipal  laws.  Without  its  territorial  juris- 
diction the  question  is  regulated  by  the  usage  of  nations,  and 
certain  honors  which  have  been  received  and  paid  during  long 
periods  of  time  are,  by  such  long-continued  usage,  recognized 
as  obligatory  at  international  law. 

The  practice  originated  in  the  honors  shown  to  sovereigns 
in  early  times,  when  they  represented,  to  a  greater  degree 
than  is  now  the  case,  the  majesty  and  sovereignty  of  the  states 
which  they  ruled  by  hereditary  right,  and  whose  territory  they 
regarded  as  their  own.  This  early  view  culminated  towards 
the  close  of  the  seventeenth  century,  when  Louis  XIV.  was 
at  the  height  of  his  power,  and  before  the  principle  of  popular 
sovereignty  had  begun  to  make  itself  felt  as  a  political  force 
in  state  affairs.  During  this  period  there  was  no  surer  cause 
for  war  than  a  failure  in  respect  towards  a  great  sovereign  or  his 


» I  Halleck,  p.   107 ;    I  Ortolan,     Fodere,  §§  546-594 ;  Vattel.  liv.  ii. 
chap.  XV.;    I  Twjss.   §§   193-198;     chap.  iii.  §48. 
Hettter.  {  197 ;  KItiber,  §§  89-122;         •  Vattel.  liv.  i.  chap.  xiv.  §§  186- 
Calvo.    {§   296-345;    II    Pradier-     191;   II  Pradier- Fod^rd.  §§  45I- 
455;  Wolsey.  §§  18.82. 
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representative,  and  not  a  few  of  the  many  wars  waged  were 
caused  or  prolonged  by  no  better  reasons  than  this.  During 
the  eighteenth  century  the  practice  began  to  decline  in  im- 
portance, and  merely  regal  honors  began  to  be  less  strongly- 
insisted  upon,  and  the  power  and  dignity  of  the  state  itself^ 
rather  than  that  of  its  ruler,  began  to  be  regarded  as  the  real 
object  of  honor  and  respect.  Within  the  present  century  the 
general  tendency  of  treaties  and  usage  has  been  to  diminish 
the  number  and  variety  of  these  ceremonial  observances,  and 
to  simplify  and  regulate  those  which  have  been  retained,  or 
whose  continued  observance  is  deemed  necessary  or  de- 
sirable.* 

Present  Practice.  The  observance  of  these  forms  is  now 
held  to  be  obtrgatory  in  the  following  cases: 

(i.)  In  the  fornisof  mutual  courtesy.  This  is  shown  chiefly 
in  the  recognition  of  an  .existing  form  of  government,  includ- 
ing its  sovereign,  or  executive,  and  other  administrative  offi- 
cials, whose  functions  are  provided  for  by  its  constitution  and 
laws.  In  former  times  none  but  monarchies  were  recognized 
as  having  the  first  rank,  and  an  order  of  precedence  was  estab- 
lished among  them,  based  largely  upon  the  rank  and  titles  of 
their  respective  sovereigns.  Republics  were,  to  some  extent, 
disfavored,  and  in  matters  of  honor  and  precedence  were  rele- 
gated to  a  place  of  secondary  or  minor  importance.  This  is 
no  longer  the  case,  however,  and  all  sovereign  states  are  now 
placed  upon  a  footing  of  perfect  equality  in  all  matters  of  cer- 
emonial.' 

(2.)  In  naval  and  military  ceremonials  observed  on  the  high 
seas,  or  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a  state,  between  ships  or 
fleets,  between  ships  in  port,  and  between  ships  and  forts  or 
fortified  places.' 

(3.)  In  similar  observances,  on  land,  between  armies,  forts. 


*Ha11eck,  pp.  107-113;  I  Orto-  Ph illi more,  1 147;  Hall,  §  13,  pp.  16, 
Ian,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  p.  33s;  Klii-  62;  I  De  Martens,  $§  126-138. 
ber,  §§115-117;!  Twiss,  §§  193-^95 1  *  1  Ortolan,  pp.  316-332 ;  I  Hal- 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §§  137-140.  leek,  pp.  107-123;  Snow,  pp.  70, 71 ; 

•  I  Halleck,  chap.  v.  §§  1-14;  I  II  Pradier-Fod6r6,  §§  549-594. 
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military  and  naval  officers,  and  in  certain  military  honors 
shown  sovereigns,  or  to  the  higher  grades  of  civil  officers  in 
the  several  departments  of  government  of  the  state.' 

(4.)  In  the  formality  and  ceremonial  observed  in  diplomatic 
intercourse  and  interstate  coftespondence.* 

/I  state,  as  an  incident  of  its  sovereignty,  may  regulate  the 
honors  to  be  paid,  within  its  jurisdiction,  to  its  own  flag  and 
officials,  and  to  those  of  foreign  states.  It  may  also  prescribe 
the  conduct  of  its  representatives  abroad,  subject  to  the  limi- 
tation that  its  instructions  cannot  be  carried  into  effect  if  they 
are  opposed  to,  or  inconsistent  with,  the  usages  or  policy  of 
the  state  within  whose  jurisdiction  it  is  attempted  to  exercise 
them.  In  accordance  with  this  principle  every  state  prescribes, 
in  its  laws  or  regulations,  the  forms  of  respect  to  be  shown  to 
its  flag,  or  to  the  person  in  whom  its  sovereignty  is  vested,  and 
no  greater  honors  may  be  shown  to  a  foreign  ruler  than  are 
thus  prescribed  to  be  paid  to  its  own  sovereign  or  chief  ex- 
ecutive.* 

At  the  present  time  all  states  are  regarded  as  being  equal  in 
right  and  dignity,  and  the  honors  now  observed  are  regarded 
as  dae: 

"(t.)  To  the  state  itself,  in  its  sovereign  capacity.  These  con- 
sist in  certain  honors  paid  to  its  flag,  to  its  sovereign  or  chief 
executive,  as  the  representative  of  its  sovereignty,  to  its  ships- 
of-war  ti%  foreign  ports  or  on  the  high  seas,  and  to  organized 
detachments  of  its  land-forces  when  in  foreign  territory. 

(2.)  To  those  persons  who  represent  it  abroad  in  an  official 
capacity^  Under  this  head  fall  certain  honors  and  marks  of 
respect" shown  to  its  ambassadors  and  consuls  in  their  different 
grades,  and  to  persons  in  its  civil  or  military  service  whose 
duties  are  performed  in  foreign  territory,  or  who  appear  in 
such  territory  in  an  official  character.* 

'  I  Halleck, pp.  107-123.  335;  I  Halleck,  p.  107;  I  Twiss,  { 

'  Ibid.  p.  100;  II  De  Martens,  {{     193. 
306-213;  II  Pnidier-Fod6r6,  f{547,        ^I  Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  p. 
54S.  333;  Kltiber.  {  120;  I  Halleck,  pp. 

'I  Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  p.     107-114;  I  De  Martens,  §§  125-138; 

Heffter,  fS  194-218. 
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Maritime  Ceremonial.  The  subject  of  maritime  cere- 
monial is  regulated  by  usage,  and»  to  a  perceptibly  increasing 
extent,  at  the  present  time,  by  treaty  and  agreement  of  the 
maritime  powers.  Ships-of-war  visiting  foreign  ports  have  a 
peculiarly  representative  character.  They  are  required  to  pay 
certain  honors  to  the  territorial  sovereign  and  his  representa- 
tives, and  may  expect,  in  return,  that  equal  respect  and  similar 
honors  shall  be  shown  to  the  flag  under  which  they  sail,  and  to 
the  state  whose  commission  they  bear. 

The  forms  of  maritime  ceremonial  consist  in  the  firing  of 
salutes,  in  the  exchange  of  visits  and  other  courtesies,  and  in 
manning  the  yards,  dressing  the  ship,  and  hoisting  the  flag  of 
the  state  or  person  saluted.  It  was  formerly  customary,  in 
firing  salutes  in  port,  to  furl  the  sails;  and  a  similar  practice 
prevailed  of  hoisting  a  particular  sail  in  saluting  or  returning 
the  salutes  of  war-ships  or  fleets  at  sea.  The  national  flag  of 
a  public  armed  vessel,  however,  should  never  be  lowered  as  a 
token  of  respect  to  any  foreign  state  or  individual.  As  an  ex- 
pression of  grief  it  may  be  lowered  to  half-mast ;  it  may  be 
dipped  in  returning  a  similar  salute  rendered  by  a  foreign  ves- 
sel, but  in  every  other  case  it  should  be  carried  in  its  proper 
situation  at  the  mast-head  during  those  hours  of  the  day  in 
which  its  display  is  required  by  regulations.' 

Ceremonial  on  the  High  Seas.  When  two  fleets  or  ships- 
of-war  meet  upon  the  high  seas,  one  of  which  carries  a  com- 
modore or  flag-officer,  courtesy  requires  that  the  command- 
ing officer  junior  in  rank  shall  salute  first.  The  same  rule  holds 
with  respect  to  the  flag-ships  of  squadrons ;  but  a  single  ship, 
no  matter  what  its  rank,  meeting  a  squadron,  salutes  first.* 


'  I  Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  pp. 
335'  336;  I  Halleck,  p.  1 14;  Queen's 
Regulations  (6th  August^  1861), 
chap.  ill.  §  7 ;  Heffter,  f  197. 

•  I  Halleck,  p.  114.  When  a  ship 
of  the  navy  falls  in  at  sea  with  a 
friendly  foreign  ship-of-war  flying 
the  flag  or  pennant  of  a  fiag-ofncer 
or  commodore,  she  shall  exchange 
salutes  with  such  ship-of-war  m 


the  same  manner  as  when  meeting 
similar  ships  of  the  United  States* 
as  provided  for  in  Atticles  Sy  and 
88,  except  that  the  salute  will  be 
returned  gun  for  gun.  In  port,  if 
several  fiag-ofiicers  are  to  be  sa- 
luted, the  salutes  shall  be  fired  in 
the  order  of  their  rank;  if  of  the 
same  grade,  priority  shall  be  given, 
first,  to  the  nationality  of  the  port, 
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These  salutes  are_retuxnfid-.gu«-for  gun.  Vessels  carrying 
sovereigns,  members  of  royal  families,  rulers  of  states,  and 
ambassadors  are  to  be  saluted  first.  The  question  of  returning 
salutes  of  this  class  is  now  regulated  by  an  international  agree- 
ment which  will  presently  be  explained.* 

Merchant  vessels  of  the  same  or  different  nations,  meeting 
or  passing  upon  the  high  seas,  usually  hoist  their  national 
colors,  but  otherwise  do  not,  as  a  general  rule,  salute  each 
other.  It  is  customary,  however,  for  them  to  ascertain,  by  hail- 
ing or  the  use  of  signals,  the  name,  origin,  destination,  and 
cargo  of  passing  vessel?.  This  information  is  noted  in  the 
ship's  log,  and,  as  a  matter  of  commercial  news,  is  sometimes 
reported  to  the  port  of  origin  of  the  vessel  hailed. 

Ceremonial  in  Foreign  Ports;  Salutes.  When  a  public 
armed  vessel  enters  a  port  of  a  foreign  nation,  where  there  is 
a  fort  or  battery  or  where  a  ship-of-war  of  that  nation  is  lying, 
she  is  required  to  salute  the  flag  of  the  state  within  whose 
territorial  jurisdiction  she  has  come.  This  salute  consists,  usu- 
ally, of  twenty-one  guns,  and  will  not  be  dispensed  with  unless 
the  commanding  officer  of  the  arriving  vessel  is  satisfied  that 
the  salute  will  not  be  returned.  In  case  two  or  more  ships 
enter  in  company,  only  the  one  commanded  by  the  senior  offi- 
cer is  expected  to  salute.  This  is  the  first  salute  fired  after 
entering  the  port,  and  the  ensign  of  the  nation  saluted  is  re- 
quired to  be  displayed  from  the  main  while  it  is  being  fired  ;* 
it  is  a  compliment  to  the  flag,  and  is  therefore  regarded  as 
international  rather  than  personal. 

International  Agreement  as  to  Salutes.  A  proposition 
originating  with  the  British  Government  has  received  such 
general  approval  and  sanction  from  other  maritime  powers  as 
to  entitle  it  to  acceptance  as  an  international  usage.     In  ac- 

and,  second,  to  the  len^h  of  ser-  visits  have  been  made. — Par.  1 14 

vice  of  the  flag-officers  in  their  re-  U.  S.  Navy  Regulations  of  1 896. 
spective  commands.    As  between        '  I  Halleck,  p.  114. 
flag-officers  of  the  same  grade,  the        *See  paragraph  113  U.  S.  Navy 

last  comer  will  be  saluted  first.  Regulations   of  1896;    see  also  I 

These  salutes  shall  be  fired  as  soon  Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  pp.  336^ 

as  possibly  after  the  usual  boarding  338 ;  I  HgUeck,  p.  1 16, 


I30 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


( 


cordance  with  its  terms  the  following  classification  is  made  of 
salutes:' 

I.  Salutes  to  be  returned^un  for  gun : 

I.  ToTthe  nafional  flag  upon  arrival  in  a  foreign  port. 

II.  To  foreign  flag-officers  and  conrmoclorcs  wTien  met  at 
sea  or.  in  pbrt7~~^^  -- 

^.  Salutes  not  to  be  returned : 

L  To  a  president  of  a  republic,  royal  personages,  or  mem- 
bers of  royal  families,  whether  on  arrival  at  or  departure  from 
a  port,  or  upon  visiting  ships-of-war, 

II.  To  diplomatic,  naval,  military,  or  consular  authorities,  or 
to  governors,  or  officers  administering  a  government,  whether 
on  arrival  at  or  departure  from  a  port,  or  when  visiting  shipsr 
of-war. 

III.  To  foreigners  of  high.distinction  on  visiting  ships-of-war. 

IV.  Upon  occasions  of  national  festivities  or  anniversaries. 
Visits  of  Ceremony.    The  following  rules,  in  which  the 

maritime  powers  generally  have  concurred,  are  observed  by 
all  naval  officers  in  the  interchange  of  visits  with  naval  and 
military  authorities  on  shore  and  with  the  officers  of  friendly 
foreign  ships-of-war  in  all  ports  of  the  civilized  world : 

1.  The  senior  officer  in  port,  whatever  may  be  his  rank,  will, 
upon  the  arrival  of  a  foreign  ship-of-war,  send  an  officer  on 
board  the  arriving  vessel  to  offer  the  customary  courtesies.  In 
case  two  or  more  ships  of  the  same  nation  arrive  in  company, 
the  visit  is  made  to  the  senior  ship  only ;  this  is  called  the 
"  boarding  visit." 

2.  When  such  a  visit  is  made  to  a  public  armed  vessel,  an 
officer  shall  be  sent  to  return  it  at  once. 


'  Adopted  by  the  United  States 
August  1 8, 1875;  see  U.  S.  Foreign 
Relations,  1873.  V^^  ii.  pp<  656, 657 ; 
see  also  parai;rapbs  133  and  164 
U.  S.  Navy  Regulations  of  1896. 

*In  port,  if  several  flag-officers 
are  to  be  saluted,  the  salutes  are 
fired  in  the  order  of  their  rank ;  if 
of  the  same  grade,  priority  in  sa- 
luting is  given :  first,  to  the  nation- 


ality of  the  port,  and,  second,  to  the 
length  of  service  of  the  several  flag- 
officers  in  their  respective  com- 
mands. As  between  flag-officers 
of  the  same  grade,  the  last  comer 
salutes  first.  These  salutes  are  fired 
as  soon  as  possible  after  the  cus- 
tomary boarding  visits  have  been 
made.— See  paragraph  114  U.  S. 
Navy  R^ulations  of  1896. 
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3.  Within  twenty-four  hours  after  his  arrival,  the  flag-officer 
or  other  officer  in  chief  command  of  the  arriving  ship  or  ships 
will  visit  the  flag  or  other  officer  in  chief  command  of  the  for- 
eign ship  or  ships  in  port,  if  the  latter  be  his  equal  or  superior 
in  grade.  Such  a  visit  made  to  a  public  armed  vessel  is  re- 
quired to  be  returned  within  twenty-four  hours. 

4.  In  the  cases  of  officers  of  different  grades,  the  junior  is 
expected  to  pay  the  first  visit,  the  same  limits  of  time  being 
observed  as  to  the  visit  and  its  return.  Where' it  is  impossible 
to  determine  the  relative  or  assimilated  rank,  as  between  the 
authorities  on  land  and  the  officers  afloat,  the  first  visit  is  usu- 
ally paid  by  the  officials  on  shore.' 

5.  Flag-officers  return  visits  of  officers  of  the  grade  of  cap- 
tain and  those  of  superior  grades.  It  is  customary  for  chiefs 
of  staff  to  return  the  calls  of  commanders  or  other  junior  com- 
manding officers. 

6.  Captains  and  commanding  officers  of  junior  grades  will 
return  all  visits  made  to  them  by  commanding  officers,  what- 
ever their  grade. 

7.  In  the  case  of  two  or  more  ships  arriving  in  port,  or  lying 
in  port  when  another  ship  arrives,  after  the  interchange  of 
visits  between  the  senior  officers  shall  have  taken  place,  the 
captains  or  other  officers  in  command  of  the  arriving  ships-of- 
war  call  upon  the  officers  in  command  of  the  ships-of-war  in 
port,  by  whom  the  visits  are  returned.*  ^ 


■U.  S.  Navy  Regulations  (1896), 
par.  164 ;  I  Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv. 
p.  344 :  I  Halleck,  chap.  v.  f  23 ;  I 
Twiss,  S  194 ;  Heffter,  §  197. 

'See  pars  164  and  165  of  the 
United  States  iiavy  Regulations 
d  1896,  which  contain  the  follow- 
bn  provisions : "  Wardroom  officers 
dr^  '^ip  of  the  navy  arriving  in 
port,  sfa&U,  after  the  interchange  of 
the  usual  visits  bv  their  own  and 
other  captains,  call  upon  command- 
iiw  and  wardroom  officers  of  other 
riiip8-of-war  in  port,  when  such 
visitSto  in  the  opinion  of  their  cap- 


tain, are  usual  or  desirable,  and  will 
probably  be  returned.  The  officers 
to  make  the  visits  shall  be  des- 
ignated by  the  captain."  —  Par. 
165  U.  S.  Navy  Regulations,  1896. 
"  Visits  of  ceremony  between  offi- 
cers of  ships  of  the  navy  and  those 
of  foreign  naval  and  military  sta- 
tions and  between  officers  of  naval 
stations  and  those  of  foreign  ships^ 
of-war,  shall  be  governed  by  the 
rules  laid  down  in  Arts.  164  and 

165,  so  far  as  officers  of  the  United 
States  Navy  are  concerned.*' — Par. 

166,  Ibid. 
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Ceremonial  on  Land.  A  similar  ceremonial  is  observed  on 
land,  between  officers  in  chief  command  of  armies,  forts,  and 
military  posts,  and  military  or  naval  officers  representing  dif- 
ferent states,  who  come  into  official  or  personal  contact  with 
them  in  the  performance  of  their  official  duties.  Suitable 
military  and  naval  honors  are  paid  to  foreign  sovereigns  and 
ambassadors,  and  to.  the  higher  grades  of  officials  of  the  diplo- 
matic or  military  service  of  a  foreign  state.'     . 


'  Upon  arrival  in  a  foreign  port 
where  there  are  diplomatic  or  con- 
sular officers  of  the  United  States, 
the  following  rules  in  regard  to 
visits  of  ceremony  shall  be  observed 
by  officers  of  the  navy :  i .  A  flag- 
officer  or  commodore  shall  pay  the 
first  visit  to  a  diplomatic  officer  of 
or  above  the  rank  of  charge  d'af- 
faires. He  will  receive  the  first  visit 
from  consular  officers.  2.  A  com- 
manding officer  shall  pay  the  first 
visit  to  a  diplomatic  officer  of  or 
above  the  rank  of  charg6  d'affaires, 
and  to  a  consul-general.  He  will 
receive  the  first  visit  from  other 
consular  officers.  3.  Diplomatic 
and  consular  officers  in  charge  of 
legations  or  consulates  shall  be 
notified  of  the  arrival  of  the  ship 
in  port.  4.  The  senior  officer  prcs- 
ent»  when  notified,  shall,  if  neces- 
sary, arrange  to  furnish  a  suitable 
boat  to  enable  a  diplomatic  or  con- 
sular officer  to  pay  official  visits 
afloat.  A  commanding  officer  shall, 
when  notifying  these  officers  of  his 
arrival,  offer  them  a  passage  to  the 
ship  at  such  time  as  they  may  se- 
lect.— Par.  169  U.  S.  Navy  Regu- 
lations of  1896.  Flag  and  com- 
manding officers  of  the  navy  shall, 
in  foreign  ports,  pay  such  visits  to 
foreign  civil,  military,  naval,  diplo- 
matic, consular,  and  other  officials 
as  custom  and  courtesy  may  de- 
mand.—  Par.  170,  Ibid.  Flag-offi- 
cers and  commodores  may  expect 
a  return  visit  in  person  from  for- 
eign governors  and  other  high  civil, 


military,  and  diplomatic  officials. 
Other  commanding  officers  may 
expect  such  return  visits  to  be 
made  by  an  aid-de-camp  or  other 
suitable  officer  designated  for  that 
purpose. — Par.  171,  Ibid.  The  U.  S. 
Army  Regulations  of  1893  con- 
tain the  following  requirements  in 
respect  to  visits  of  ceremony :  The 
interchange  of  official  compliments 
and  visits  between  foreign  military 
and  naval  officers  and  the  authori- 
ties of  a  military  post  is  interna- 
tional in  character  and  opens  the 
way  to  official  and  social  courtesies 
among  the  officers.  In  cases  of 
vessels  of  war,  foreign  or  otherwise, 
recently  arrived,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  post  commander  to  send  a  suit- 
able officer  to  offer  civilities  and 
assistance.  It  is  expected  that  this 
civility  will  be  returned,  and  that 
within  twenty- four  hours  there- 
after, weather  permitting,  the  offi- 
cer in  chief  command  of  the  ship 
or  ships  will  visit  the  officer  in  com- 
mand of  the  post  or  station,  should 
the  latter  be  his  equal  or  superior 
in  grade.  This  visit  will  be  re- 
turned within  twenty  -  four  hours. 
Should  the  naval  officer  in  com- 
mand be  superior  in  grade  to  the 
officer  commanding  the  post  or 
station  the  first  visit  will  be  paid 
by  the  latter. — Par.  421  Army  Reg- 
ulations, 1895.  When  a  military 
commander  officially  visits  a  vessel 
of  war,  he  will  give  notice  in  ad- 
vance of  his  intention  to  do  so. 
He  is  received  at  the  gangway  by 
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Observance  of  National  Anniversaries, — Vessels  of  war  in 
foreign  ports  celebrate  their  oy/n/^fes  according  to  the  regula- 
tion of  their  own  government.  Courtesy  also  requires  them  to 
take  part  in  the  national  /ffes  of  the  place,  by  joining  in  public 
demonstrations  of  joy  or  grief.  The  same  mark  of  respect  is 
shown  to  vessels  of  a  third  power  which  celebrate  /^tes  in  for- 
eign ports.  But  if  such  celebrations  are  of  a  character  to  offend 
or  wound  the  feelings  of  their  own  countrymen,  or  the  nation 
in  whose  waters  they  are  anchored — as  public  rejoicing  for  a 
victory  gained — ships-of-war  will  remain  as  silent  spectators, 
or  leave  the  ports,  according  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
In  public  ceremonies  upon  land  the  commandants  of  vessels  or 
fleets  usually  land  with  the  officers  of  their  staff,  and  receive  a 
place  of  honor  according  to  the  hierarchy  of  rank,  precedence 
being  determined  by  grade,  and,  if  equal,  by  date  of  arrival.  In 
case  of  disputes  as  to  rank,  it  is  proper  for  the  contestants  to 
withdraw,  and  become  mere  spectators  of  the  ceremonies.* 


the  commander  of  the  vessel  and 
is  accompanied  there  by  the  same 
officer  when  leaving.  The  officer 
who  is  sent  with  the  customary 
offer  of  civilities  is  met  at  the  gang- 
way of  a  vessel  of  war  by  the  officer 
of  the  deck,  and  is  presented  by  the 
latter  to  the  commander  of  the 
vessel. — Par.  422,  Ibid.  A  vessel  of 
war  is  approached  and  boarded,  by 
commissioned  officers,  by  the  star- 
board side  and  gangway.  In  enter- 
ing a  boat,  the  junior  goes  first  and 
other  officers  follow  in  order  of 
rank ;  in  leaving  a  boat,  the  senior 
goes  first.  The  latter  acknowl- 
edges the  salutes  which  are  given 
at  the  gangway  of  a  naval  vessel. — 
Par.  423,  Ibid.  Naval  vessels  fire 
personal  salutes  to  officers  entitled 
to  them  when  the  boats  containing 
them  have  cleared  the  ship.  It  is 
an  acknowledgment  of  the  salute 
by  the  officer  saluted  for  his  boat 
to  lie  on  her  oars  from  the  first 
until  the  last  gun  and  for  him  to 
uncover ;  at  the  conclusion,  to  give 

10 


way.  Personal  salutes  are  not  re- 
turned by  military  posts. — Par.  424, 
Ibid. 

'  I  Halleck,  p.  116.  In  case  of 
vessels  of  war  of  foreign  powers  at 
peace  with  the  United  States  lying 
in  our  ports  or  harbors  and  cele- 
brating their  national  festivities, 
the  commander  of  each  fort,  bat- 
tery, or  military  post  may  partici- 
pate in  the  celebration  by  firing 
salutes,  parading  commands,  etc. 
In  such  a  case  the  flag  of  the  United 
States  will  be  hoisted  and  lowered 
simultaneously  with  that  of  the 
ship  on  board  of  which  the  cele- 
bration occurs.  —  Par.  425  U.  S. 
Army  Regulations  of  1895  ;  see,  for 
a  similar  requirement,  paragraphs 
175  and  176  U.  S.  Navy  Regula- 
tions of  1896.  General  Orders  No. 
57  of  the  War  Department,  dated 
March  28, 1899,  and  published  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Navy,  contains  the  following 
requirements  in  respect  to  the  in- 
terchange of  visits  between  officers 
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References.  For  a  discussion  of  the  fundamental,  or  perfect,  rights 
of  states,  the  student  is  referred  to  the  following  authorities:  Hall, "  In- 
ternational Law,"  pp.  45-50;  Creasy,  **  First  Platform  of  International 
Law,"  chap,  viii, ;  G.  F.  De  Martens,  *'  Pr6cis  du  Droit  des  Gens,"  liv.  iii. 
chaps.  1-3;  iiv.  iv.  chaps.  1-4;  I  Halleck,  chaps,  iv.-vii. ;  Snow,  p.  21 ; 
Vattel,  prel.  chapter  and  chap.  iii.  §§  31-48;  Woolsey,  §§  36-52.  For 
the  rules  and  forms  of  international  ceremonial,  diplomatic,  naval,  and 
military,  see  I  Halleck,  chap.  v.  §§  15-29;  I  Ortolan,  "  Diplomatie  de  la 
Mer."  chap,  xv.;  I  G.  F.  De  Martens,  liv.  iv.§§  126-138.  158-163;  II  Ibid. 
§§  175-184;  Heffter,  liv.  iii.  chaps,  i.  and  ii. ;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  iii.  and  the 
naval  and  military  regulations  of  various  states.  The  subjecrof "  Imper- 
fect Rights"  is  treated  by  Creasy,  §§  15-23;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  181-183; 
I  Halleck,  chap.  xiii.  §§  1-25 ;  I  G.  P.  De  Martens,  liv.  iv.  §§  1 25-1 51 ;  Vattel, 
book  ii.  chaps,  i.  and  ii.  Under  the  head  of  duties,  or  moral  claims,  this 
subject  is  quite  fully  treated  by  Dr.  Woolsey,'*  International  Law,"  §§22-25. 


of  the  navy  and  the  officers  having 
to  do  with  the  administration  of 
the  islands,  or  groups  of  islands, 
now  occupied  by  the  military  forces 
of  the  United  States:  "The  term 
governor-general  shall  be  taken  to 
mean  an  administrative  officer  un- 
der whom  officials  with  the  title  of 
governor  are  acting.  The  salute 
of  a  governor-general  shall  be  sev- 
enteen guns.  All  naval  officers  in 
command  shall  make  first  visits 
upon  the  governor  -  general  what- 
ever the  Tatter's  military  grade. 
Officers  of  the  army  holding  com- 
mands under  a  governor- general, 
or  acting  as  governors  of  provinces, 
departments,  or  cities,  shall  make 
the  first  visit  upon  a  naval  com- 
mander-in-chief, if  the  latter  is  of 
equal  or  superior  grade,  as  shall 
also  civilian  governors  of  provinces, 
departments,  or  cities.  If  not  a 
commancer-in-chief,  the  first  visit 
shall  be  made  by  the  senior  naval 
officer  upon  officers  of  the  army 
holding  command  under  a  govern- 
or-general or  acting  as  governors 
of  provinces,  departments,  or  cities, 
if  the  latter  are  equal  or  superior 
in  grade,  and  upon  civilian  govern- 
ors of  provinces,  departments,  or 
cities.  Should  the  governor-gen- 
eral be  a  civilian,  and  therefore  not 
holding  direct  military  command* 


the  naval  commander-in-chief  shall 
make  the  first  visit  both  upon  the 
governor  and  the  army  officer  in 
chief  command  of  troops  in  the 
island  or  group  of  islands,  if  the 
latter  is  of  equal  or  superior  grade. 
Visits  should  be  exchanged  under 
the  above  rules  between  a  naval 
commander-in-chief  or  senior  naval 
officer :  (i)  With  the  governor ;  (2) 
the  governor  of  a  province,  depart- 
ment, or  city  ;  (3)  the  army  officer 
in  chief  command  at  a  place  where 
there  is  a  civil  governor.  Should 
the  governor-general  or  any  other 
officer  administering  the  govern- 
ment of  an  island  nnd  that  from 
indisposition  or  pressure  of  impor- 
tant business  he  is  unable  to  payor 
return  these  visits  in  person,  he 
will  depute  his  aide-de-camp  or 
some  other  officer  to  do  so.  In  like 
manner,  should  a  naval  command- 
er-in-chief from  indisposition  or 
pressing  occu()ation  be  precluded 
from  paying  or  returning  these 
visits,  he  will  depute  an  officer  not 
below  the  rank  of  flag-lieutenant  to 
do  so.  In  each  case  the  officer  fail- 
ing to  pay  the  required  visit  in  per- 
son will  report  the  circumstances, 
and  assign  the  reasons  which  led 
to  the  omission,  to  the  deoartment 
under  which  he  is  acting.^' — G.  O. 
57  ;  A.  G.  O.  1899. 
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CHAPTER  IV 

NATIONAL  CHARACTER:   CITIZENSHIP.    NATURALIZATION, 

EXPATRIATION,   DOMICILE 

Citizens ;  Subjects.  Although  the  parties  to  international 
law  are  sovereign  states,  those  states,  as  we  have  seen,  are  com- 
posed of  individual  units,  or  members,  called,  variously,  citi- 
zens or  subjects.  A  citizen  or  subject  may  therefore  be  defined 
as  an  individual  member  of  the  body  politic,  owing  it  the  duty 
of  allegiance  and  support,  and  entitled,  in  return,  to  its  pro- 
tection as  to  his  person  and  property.*  The  terms  citizen  and 
subject,  as  used  in  international  law,  have  precisely  the  same 
meaning ;  they  apply  to  all  the  inhabitants  of  a  state,  of  both 
sexes,  and  of  all  ages  and  conditions,  who  were  born  in  its  al- 
legiance or  have  acquired  the  quality  of  citizenship  by  natu- 


*  The  very  idea  of  a  political  com- 
mon ity,  such  as  a  nation  is,  implies 
an  association  of  persons  for  the 
promotion  of  their  general  welfare. 
Each  one  of  the  persons  associated 
becomes  a  member  of  the  nation 
formed  by  such  association.  He 
owes  it  allegiance  and  is  entitled  to 
its  protection.  Allegiance  and  pro- 
tection are.  in  this  connection,  re- 
ciprocal obligations.  The  one  is  a 
compensation  for  the  other ;  alle- 
giance for  protection,  and  protec- 
tion for  allegiance.  For  conven- 
ience it  has  been  found  necessary 
to  give  a  name  to  this  membership. 
The  object  is  to  designate  by  a  title 
the  person  and  the  relation  he  bears 
to  the  nation .  For  t h  is  pu  rpose  the 
words  '•  subject,"  "  inhabitant,"  and 
''  citizen"  have  been  used,  and  the 


choice  between  them  is  sometimes 
made  to  depend  upon  the  form  of 
government.  "  Citizen  "  is  now 
more  commonly  employed,  how- 
ever, and  as  it  has  been  considered 
better  suited  to  the  description  of 
one  living  under  a  republican  gov- 
ernment, it  was  adopted  by  nearly 
all  of  the  states  upon  their  separa- 
tion from  Great  Britain,  and  was 
afterwards  adopted  in  the  Articles 
of  Confederation  and  in  the  Con- 
stitutio^i  of  ^he  United  States. 
When  used  in  this  sense  it  is  un- 
derstood as  conveying  the  idea  of 
membership  of  a  nation  and  noth- 
ing more.  —  Minor  vs.  Happerset, 
21  Wallace,  162 ;  United  States  vs, 
Cruickshank,  92  United  States,  542; 
the  PtzarrOt  2  Wheaton,  227. 
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ralization.  The  term  "  citizen  "  is  applied  in  states  having  re- 
publican forms  of  government ;  the  term  "  subject "  in  those 
having  monarchical  institutions.  The  civil  and  political  rights 
of  an  individual,  in  the  state  of  which  he  is  a  citizen,  are  de- 
termined by  its  constitution  and  laws ;  without  that  state  his 
rights  are  determined,  as  will  presently  be  seen,  by  the  rules 
of  international  law. 

It  is  proper  to  say,  however,  in  this  connection,  that  it  is 
not  an  essential  condition  of  citizenship  that  an  individual 
subject  or  citizen  should  have  any  share  in  the  government  of 
a  state.  His  position  at  international  law  is  the  same  in  either 
case.  The  right  of  suffrage  is  strictly  municipal  in  character, 
and  is  a  privilege  granted,  or  withheld,  by  a  state  in  accord- 
ance with  its  constitution  and  laws.^  In  some  states  it  does 
not  exist,  in  others  it  is  greatly  restricted,  in  none  does  it  ex- 
tend to  all  who  have  the  rights  and  privileges  of  citizenship.' 

Extra-Territorial  Privileges.  In  addition  to  the  rights 
and  privileges  which  they  enjoy  as  citizens  of  the  particular 
state  to  which  their  allegiance  is  due,  these  members  of  the 
body  politic  occupy  a  well-defined  status  which  is  recognized 
by  the  states  into  whose  territory  they  may  come  as  travellers 
or  sojourners.  Intjisjrcapacityas  citizens  of  sovereign  states 
they  become  entitled/ while^  thus  travelling  or  sojourning 
abroad,  to  certain  rights  and  privileges  whiclT are  determined, 
as  to  their  nature  and  extent,  by  the  rules  of  international  law. 

Citizenship  and  Domicile.  The  law  of  nations,  which  in 
this  regard  is  supplemented  -by  the  municipal  law  of  most 
civilized  states,  ascribes  to  each  individual  two  legal  states  or 
conditions:  one  of  these  grows  out  of  his  allegiance  to  the 
state  of  which  he  is  a  citizen  or  subject ;  it  is  acquired,  as  has 
been  seen,  by  birth  or  naturalization,  and  constitutes  his  />olii- 

'  In  the  United  States,  however,  ed  elsewhere  as  citizens  of  the  Unit- 

the  curious  anomaly  is  presented  ed  States,  nor  would  they  become 

of  an  alien  being  able  to  acquire  entitled    to    its    protection   while 

the  right  to  vote,  in  many  states  travelling  abroad. — Lanz  vs.  Ran- 

of  the  Union,  without  becoming  a  dall.  4  Dil.  425 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Law, 

citizen  of  the  United  States.     But  pp.  79-80;   Morse  on  Citizenship, 

such  persons  would  not  be  regard-  §§  I-28. 
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ical states ;  the  other  is  based  upon  the  well-known  principle 
^Tlaw  that  the  validity  of  an  act  is  determined  by  the  law  of 
the  state,  or  locality,  in  which  it  occurs  or  takes  place  —  that 
iSy  by  the  law  of  the  individual's  residence,  or  domicile — and 
this  relation  constitutes  the  civil  ox  legal  status  of  the  individ- 
ual at  international  law,' 

National  Character  and  Domicile,  How  Determined.  It 
may  therefore  be  said  that  the  political,  or  national,  status  of 
an  individual  is  determined  by  his  'citizenships  a  quality  which 
is  itseTT  determined,  as  will  presently  be  explained,  by  his  birth 
or  naturalization;  his  civil,  or  legal,  status^  which  is  quite  in- 
dependent  of  his  nationality,  or  ^egiance,  depends  upon  his 
domicile,  which  may  be  defined  as  the  place  in  which  he  has 
voluntarily  established  himself  for  purposes  of  residence  or 
business**  So  long  as  the  individual  remains  in  the  state  of 
his  birth  or  naturalization,  his  citizenship  and  domicile  remain 
the  same ;  the  instant,  however,  that  he  leaves  the  state  of 
his  allegiance  and  passes  into  the  territory  of  a  foreign  state, 
either  as  a  traveller  or  for  residential  or  business  purposes, 
they  become  separate^  His  citizenshipy  unless  he  becomes 
naturalized  in  the  new  state,  remains  unaltered,  his  domicile^ 
on  the  other  hand,  changes  with  each  change  of  residence  or 


I  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  8th  ed. 
pp.  40-57;  II  Kent's  Commentaries, 
pp.  39-^59.  note;  II  Wildman,  Int. 
Law,  p.  36-117;  IV  Phillimore,  pp, 
42-46;  Field.  Int.  Code,  §§  261. 280- 
292 ;  Morse  on  Citizenship.  §§  3-24. 

'  In  the  leading  case  of  Udny  vs, 
Udney  (L.  R.  H.  L.  §  441),  Lord 
Chancellor  Hatherly  said:  "The 
question  of  naturalization  and  al- 
legiance is  distinct  from  that  of 
domicile"  (p.  452).  Lord  West- 
bury,  in  his  remarks  in  the  same 
case,  said,  "  The  law  of  England, 
and  of  almost  all  civilized  countries, 
ascribes  to  each  individual  at  his 
birth  two  distinct  legal  states  or 
conditions :  one,  by  virtue  of  which 
he  becomes  the  subject  of  a  par- 
ticular country,  binding  him  by  the 


tie  of  natural  allegiance,  and  which 
may  be  called  his  political  status ; 
another  by  virtue  of  which  he  has 
ascribed  to  him  the  character  of  a 
citizen  of  some  particular  country, 
and  as  such  is  possessed  of  certain 
municipal  rights,  and  subject  to 
certain  obligations,  which  latter 
character  is  the  civil  status,  or 
condition,  of  the  individual,  an.d 
may  be  quite  different  from  his 
political  status."  —  United  States 
vs.  Wong  Kim  Ark,  169  United 
States,  649,  656;  Cockburn  on  Na- 
tionality, 7  ;  Dicey  on  the  Conflict 
of  Laws,  173-177;  the  Charming 
Betsy,  2  Cranch,  64,  119;  Inglis  vs. 
Sailors  Snug  Harbor,  3  Peters.  99; 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  151 A ;  King  vs, 
Foswell,  3  Ch.  D.  520. 
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business  location,  and  the  validity  of  his  acts  and  business 
transactions,  if,  at  any  subsequent  time,  their  legality  be  drawn 
in  question,  is  determined  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which 
they  took  place. 

Classification  of  Citizens.  Citizens  or  subjects  may  be  ei- 
ther native  born  or  naturalized.  The  first  is  a  natural,  the  sec- 
ond an  artificial,  state  of  aU^giance.  A  native-horn  citizen  is  one 
born  within  the  territory  of  a  state,  and  subject  to  its  jurisdic- 
tion or  allegiance.  This  condition  of  allegiance  is  called  the 
citizenship  of  birth,  or  nativity. ,  It  adheres  through  life,  un- 
less terminated  by  expatriation,  or  by  process  of  law,  as  by 
banishment,  or  by  forfeiture  of  civil  rights  in  punishment  for 
a  criminal  offence.  When  the  nationality  of  an  individual  is 
drawn  in  question,  his  citizenship  by  birth  is  generally  pre- 
sumed, and  it  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  prove  any  subsequent 
change  of  allegiance;  If,  however,  he  has  acquired  another 
national  character,  by  undergoing  the  process  of  naturalization 
elsewhere,  with  the  consent  of  his  native  state  as  expressed  in 
its  laws  and  treaties,  he  is  as  fully  a  citizen  of  the  latter  state 
as  if  he  were  there  native  born,  and  is  as  fully  entitled  to  its  pro- 
tection.* 


>  The  term  native-born  citizen  is 
extremely  difficult  of  definition,  for 
the  reason  that  it  is  impossible  to 
deduce  a  uniform  rule  upon  the 
subject  which  is  observed  by  all 
nations.  Most  modern  states,  how- 
ever, follow  one  of  two  rules,  and 
determine  the  nationality  of  a 
child,  I.  By  the  nationality  of  its 
parents ;  2.  By  the  place  of  its  birth. 
Until  the  close  of  the  last  century 
the  former  rule  prevailed  among 
most  civilized  states.  Since  the  be- 
ginning of  the  present  century,  and 
by  reason  of  the  greater  and  more 
frequent  movement  of  individuals 
from  one  state  to  another,  and  es- 
pecially to  newly-settled  countries, 
the  second  rule  has  acquired  gen- 
eral recognition.  England  and  the 
United  States   claim  all  persons 


born  within  their  territory  as  na- 
tive-bom citizens,  whatever  may 
have  been  the  nationality  of  their 
parents.  Denmark,  Portugal,  Hol- 
land, and  Italy  follow  substantial- 
ly the  same  rule,  as,  with  some 
exceptions,  do  France,  Belgium, 
Baden,  Greece,  and  Spain.  The 
other  states  of  Europe  regard  a 
child  as  having  the  citizenship  of 
its  parents.  The  definition  stated 
in  the  text  applies  more  generally 
than  any  other.  The  Fourteenth 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  contains  the 
provision  that "  all  persons  born  or 
naturalized  in  the  United  States, 
and  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
thereof,  are  citizens  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  state  wherein 
they  reside."    In  the  case  of  the 
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A  naturalized  citizen  is  one  who  has  relinquished  his  citizen* 
ship  of  nativity,  and  has  ac^mred  a  new  alleglaace  in  a  state 
other  than  that  of  his  birth* 

The  citizenship  of  a  dependent  person  is  that  of  his  principal 
or  superior.  Hence  the  citizenship  of  a  child  is  that  of  his 
father,  if  legitimate,  of  his  mother,  if  illegitimate ;  of  a  ward 
that  of  his  guardian ;  of  a  wife  that  of  her  husband.  Children 
bom  on  the  high  seas,  or  while  passing  through  foreign  coun- 
tries, have  the  legal  nationality  of  their  parents.  Citizenship 
in  a  state  may  be  renounced  by  an  individual  with  a  view  to 
undergoing  the  process  of  naturalization  elsewhere.  It  may 
also  be  terminated  by  process  of  law,  as  by  sentence  of  death 
or  exile,  which  in  most  states  has  the  effect  of  destroying  civil 
rights.  It  may  be  forfeited  by  emigration,  or  by  long-contin- 
Ued  absence.  Once  forfeited,  it  may  be  resumed,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  native  state,  by  a  compliance  with  the  formalities  of 
its  municipal  law. 

Naturalization.  Naturalization  is  that  process  of  municipal 
law  by  which  an  individual  effects  a  change  in  his  national 
character.'    Most  states  that  recognize  the  sanctions  of  interna- 


United  States  vs,  Wong  Kim  Ark 
(169  U.  S.  649).  decided  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  March,  1897,  it 
was  held  that  *'  a  child  born  in  the 
United  States,  of  parents  of  Chi- 
nese descent,  who,  at  the  time  of 
his  birth,  are  subjects  of  the  Em- 
peror of  China,  but  have  a  perma- 
nent domicile  and  residence  in  the 
United  States,  and  are  there  carry- 
ing on  business,  and  are  not  em- 
ployed in  any  diplomatic  or  official 
capacity  under  the  Emperor  of 
China,  becomes,  at  the  time  of  his 
birth,  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  first  clause 
of  the  Fourteenth  Amendment  to 
the  Constitution."  Native  citizens 
of  Mexico,  whatever  may  be  their 
status  from  the  standpoint  of  the 
ethnologist,  are  eligible  to  Ameri- 
can citizenship,  and  may  be  indi- 


vidually naturalized  by  complying 
with  the  provisions  of  the  natural- 
ization laws.  In  re  Rodrigues,  81 
Fed.  Rep.  337.  A  person  born 
abroad,  on  board  of  an  American 
vessel,  of  parents  who  are  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  who  are, 
at  the  time,  in  the  foreien  country, 
not  with  the  design  of  removing 
thither,  but  only  having  touched 
there  in  the  course  of  a  voyage 
which  the  father  has  made,  as  cap- 
tain of  the  vessel,  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  citizen  of  the  United  States. — 
United  States  z/j.  Gordon,  5  Blatch- 
ford.  18. 

*  Vattel,  liv.  i.  ch.  19,  §§  212-233 ; 
Morse  on  Citizenship.  §§  29-60;  Os- 
born  vs.  Bank  of  U.  S.  9  Wheaton, 
738;  IX  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  (U.  S.),  p. 
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tional  law  claim  and  exercise  the  right  of  admitting  for- 
eigners to  their  allegiance,  and  of  bestowing  upon  them  the 
privileges  and  responsibilities  of  citizenship.  Nearly  all  of 
them  recognize  the  right,  on  the  part  of  their  subjects,  of 
renoimcing  their  native  allegiance  and  of  acquiring  a  new 
citizenship  in  a  foreign  state.  The  process  of  naliixali^aL- 
ijga  consists  of  two  essential  parts :  ist.  A  renunciation  of 
^he  old  allegiance.  From  the  natiire^of  tTTe  allegiance  it 
is  obvious  that  an  individual  can  maintain  that  relation 
to  but  one  state  at  a  time.  2d.  A  formal  assumption  of 
the  duties  of  citi«eftship'4ft-theJiew"stale.  ThisTsilSTially 
effected  by  an  oath  of  allegiance.  A  period  of  residence  is 
also  required  as  a  condition  precedenEToTTattffalfeation.' 
Collective  Naturalization.  While  the  process  of  natural- 
ization is  usually  applied  to  the  cases  of  individuals,  a  col- 
lective naturalization  of  all  the  inhabitants  is  effected  when 
a  cotmtry  or  province  becomes  incorporated  in  another 
country ;  as  by  annexation, .  conquest,  or  by  cession  in  ac- 
cordance with  treaty  stipulations.*  In  this  manner  the 
people  brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Union  by  the 
acqmsition  of  Louisiana,  Florida,  Texas,  Alaska,  and  por- 
tions of  Mexico  became  citizens  of  the  United  States.  This 
method,  however,  must,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  be 
always  exceptional.' 


*  For  naturalization  laws  of  the 
United  States,  see  the  act  of  June 
20.  1906  (34  Stats,  at  L.  590); 
§§  2 165-2 174  Rev.  Stats,  for  those 
of  England,  see  33  Vict.  ch.  xiv. 
May  12, 1870;  for  France,  see  Code 
Civil,  liv.  1.  tit.  i.  ch.  ii;  for  the 
naturalization  laws  of  other  states 
of  continental  Europe,  see  I  Philli- 
more,  pp.  j 82-^86;  I  Halleck,  pp. 
351-354:  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  173. 

*  I  Philliraore,  pp.  382,  383;  Coo- 
ley,  Constitutional  Law,  pp.  254, 

255. 
•Cooley    Const.    Law,    p.    254; 

American  Ins.   Co.  vs.  Canter,    i 

Peters,  541;  McKinneyT;5.  Saviego, 

18  Howard,  235;  Jones  vs.  McMas- 


ters,  20  Howard,  8;  United  States 
vs.  Repentinfi^y,  5  Wallace,  211; 
Tobin  vs,  Walkershaw,  McAU,  186; 
XIII  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  397;  I  Hal- 
leck, pp.  376-390;  II  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §§187,  .188.  All  persons  who 
were  citizens  of  Texas  at  the  date 
of  annexation — viz.,  December  29, 
1845  —  became  citizens  of  the 
United  States  by  virtue  of  the  col- 
lective ^  naturalization  effected  by 
the  act  of  that  date. — XIII  Opin, 
Att.-Gen.  p.  397;  III  Moore's  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §§379, 380.  For  statutes 
regulating  the  political  rigjhts  of 
the  inhabitants  of  Porto  Rico,  see 
§  7  Act  of  April  12,  1900  (31  Stats, 
at  L.  79);    for  similar  enactments 
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The  inhabitants  of  Porto  Rico  and  the  Philippine  Islands, 
other  than  those  who  were  subjects  of  Spain  at  the  date 
of  the  treaty  of  peace  of  December  10,  1898,  and  who 
elected  to  retain  their  allegiance  of  nativity,  obtained  the 
international  status  of  citizens  of  the  United  States  in  the 
operation  of  that  instrument.*  They  did  not  become  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States,  however,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution,  and,  imtil  their  status  in  that  regard 
has  been  established  by  Congress,  they  will  continue  to 
occupy  the  anomalous  condition  of  citizens  of  Porto  Rico 
and  the  Philippine  Islands. 

Consequences  of  Naturalization.  The  following  conse- 
quences of  naturalization  are  now  generally  sanctioned  by 
the  usage  of  nations: 

(a.)  The  result  of  the  process  of  naturalization  is  to  effect 
an  entire  change  in  the  national  character  of  an  individiial. 
He  is  as  fully  invested  with  the  rights  of  citizenship  in  the 
new  state  as  if  he  were  there  a  native-born  citizen,  and  is 
entitle^to  the  sam^  extra-territorial  protection.^ 

(6.)  A  state,  by  exercising  its  right  of  naturalization  in 
favor  of  an  individual,  cannot  absolve  him  from  any  legal 
obligations  due  to  his  former  sovereignty  at  the  time  of  his 
emigration ;  and  he  is  liable  to  be  held  to  the  performance 
of  such  6bligations  should  he  return,  at  any  time,  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  his  native  state.  To  the  finality  and  com- 
pleteness of  the  process,  therefore,  and  with  a  view  to 
the  establishment  of  a  status  which  shall  be  recognized 
by  both  states — that  in  which  citizenship  is  acqmred  by 
naturalization,  as  well  as  that  in  which  it  has  been 
renounced — ^treaty  stipulations  are  necessary.* 

(c.)  An  individual,  after  having  been  naturalized  in  a 
state  other  than  that  of  his  nativity,  may  renounce  such 

in  respect  to  the  Philippine   Isl-  *  Treaty    of   Peace   with   Spain 

ands,  see  §  4  Act  of  July  i,  1902  of  December  10,   1898    (30  Stats. 

(32    Ibid.  692);    for  act  of  regis-  at  L.) 

tration    annexing    the    Hawaiian  *  I  Phillimore,  pp.  380, 381 ;  I  Hal- 
Islands,  see  Joint  Resolution  No.  leek,  pp.,  349,  350;  Woolsey,  70. 
55,  July  7,   1898  (30  Stats,  at  L.,  •!  Halleck,  p.  356;  II  Dig.  Int. 
750).  Law,  §  181;  Woolsey,  §  70, 


142 


THE   ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


citizenship,  and  may  renew  his  native  allegiance,  or  may 
form  a  new  tie  of  citizenship  elsewhere.* 

(d.)  The  mtinicipal  laws  of  every  state  enumerate  and 
define  the  rights  and  privileges  which  may  be  acquired  by 
its  natxiralized  citizens.  In  no  case  do  such  persons  acquire 
all  the  privileges  of  native-bom  citizens.  The  most  usual 
restrictions  apply  to  the  holding  of  political  and  military 
office,  the  higher  grades  of  which,  in  most  states,  can  only 
be  filled  by  native-bom  citizens.  In  the  United  States, 
whose  policy  of  naturalization  is  extremely  liberal,  the 
offices  of  President  and  Vice-President  can  only  be  held  by 
native-bom  citizens. 

(e,)  A  naturalized  citizen  who  returns  to  his  native  coun- 
try and  takes  up  his  residence  there  with  the  intention  of 
remaining  is  presxmied  to  have  renotmced  his  acquired  citi- 
zenship. His  adopted  country,  in  such  an  event,  is  justi- 
fied in  declining  to  extend  its  protection  to  a  person  who 
has  ceased  to  perform  the  duties  of  citizenship  and  who 
declines  to  be  bound  by  its  obligations.'* 

Naturalization  Treaties,  As  a  conflict  of  jurisdiction 
might,  and  probably  would,  arise  were  a  naturalized  citi- 
zen to  return  to  the  state  of  his  nativity  after  having  Under- 
gone the  process  of  naturalization  elsewhere,  and  with  a 
view  to  confer  upon  naturalized  citizens  such  a  status  of 
citizenship  as  will  be  calculated  to  prevent  such  a  conflict 
from  arising,  the  subjects  of  naturalization  and  expatria- 
tion have,  in  recent  times,  been  made  the  subject  of  fre- 
quent treaty  stipulation." 


» I  Halleck.  pp.  356,  357;  II  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §  176;  I  Fereuson,  §  42. 

'  III  Moore  s  Dig.  of  Int.  Law, 
§§  379-389;  I  Ferguson,  §  42; 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States,  1884,  pp.  450,  451. 

•  This  matter  becomes  important 
from  the  point  of  view  of  the  duty 
of  a  state  to  protect  its  subjects 
abroad,  when,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
United  States,  foreigners  have 
come  within  its  territory  and  be- 
come   naturalized,    often   with   a 


view  to  return  to  the  country  of 
their  nativity  with  the  intention  of 
establishing  a  f>ermanent  domicile 
there  and  of  enjoying,  during  such 
residence,  the  privileges  and  im- 
munities of  American  citizenship. 
This  practice  has  been  prevented, 
to  some  extent,  by  the  insertion  of 
a  clause  in  naturalization  treaties 
to  the  effect  that  such  a  return  to 
the  state  of  nativity,  accompanied 
by  a  continuous  residence  there  for 
a  period  of  two  years,  shall  operate 


NATIONAL  CHARACTER 


143 


Naturalization    Treaties   of  the    United    States.     The 

United  States  has  thus  far  negotiated  fourteen  naturaliza- 
tion treaties,  the  first  of  them  with  the  North  German 
Confederation,  in  1868.*  All  of  them,  except  that  with 
Great  Britain,  stipulate  for  a  five  years*  period  of  residence 
as  a  condition  essential  to  naturalization.  Others  provide 
that  a  naturalized  citizen  returning  to  his  native  country 
shall  be  triable  for  all  offences  committed  prior  to  his  emi- 
gration. Nine  of  them  provide  that  an  individual  return- 
ing to  his  native  country  shall,  after  a  residence  of  two 
years,  be  presumed  to  have  renounced  his  acquired  citi- 
zenship. The  naturalization  treaties  of  the  United  States 
have  thus  far  successfully  endured  the  test  of  practical 
application.  They  have  been  administered  in  a  liberal 
spirit,  and  but  few  cases  have  arisen  under  them  for  which 
they  have  not  afforded  an  adequate  remedy. 

Expatriation.  The  term  expatriation  is  applied  to  the  proc- 
ess by  which  the  allegiance  of  an  individual  to  a  particular 
state  is  terminated.  It  may  be  voluntary,  the  act  originating 


to  forfeit  citizenship.  In  the  case 
of  the  states  situated,  or  having 
possessions,  in  the  West  Indies, 
however,  it  is  a  practice  of  native- 
bom  citizens  to  visit  the  United 
States  and  undergo  the  naturaliza- 
tion process  with  a  view  to  obtain 
protection  as  American  citizens 
after  their  return  to  the  state  of 
their  nativity  with  an  intention  of 
establishing  a  p>ernianent  residence 
there.  In  such  cases  the  practice 
of  the  United  States  Government 
is  that,  where  a  citizen  removes 
with  his  family  and  property  and 
settles  permanently  in  a  foreign 
country,  neither  expressing  nor 
manifesting  b)r  his  acts  any  inten- 
tion of  returning  permanently  to 
the  United  States,  and  subsequent- 
ly demands  the  protection  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States 
against  the  laws  of  the  country  in 
which  he  has  taken  up  a  residence, 
it  will  become  the  subject  of  in- 
quiry whether  he  has  voluntarily 


abandoned  his  right  to  such  pro- 
tection.— II  Dig.  Int.  Law.  §  171; 
VIII  Opin.  Att.-Gen.,  p.  139;  Xl 
Ibid.  p.  63;  Frelinghuysen  to  De 
Pierre,  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  271,  p. 

314. 

» The  U.  S.  Department  of  La- 
bor (Bureau  of  Naturalization)  is- 
sues from  time  to  time  a  valuable 
oompendium  of  Naturalization 
Laws  and  Legislations;  the  Bureau 
of  Immigration  issues  similar  col- 
lections of  treaties  and  laws  touch- 
ing immigration  and  the  admission 
or  exclusion  of  Chinese. 

The  important  and  interesting 
subject  of  Indian  Status  has  been 
profoundly  modified  in  recent  years 
by  Federal  Legislation  and  judicial 
decisions  on  the  part  of  the  U.  S. 
Supreme  Court;  the  subject  is 
elaborately  reviewed  in  the  recent 
case  of  Heckman  vs.  U.  S.,  224 
U.  S.,  413-471. 
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with  the  individual ;  or  it  may  result  from  the  operation  of 
law  ;  in  the  latter  case  it  is  called  exile,  or  banishment.  The 
act  of  voluntary  expatriation  is,  in  strictness,  an  essential  in- 
cident of  the  naturalization  process;  for  an  individual  rarely 
puts  off  his  citizenship  unless  with  the  intention  of  changing 
his  national  character,  and  this  change  can  only  be  effected  by 
undergoing  the  process  of  naturalization. 

The  doctrine  of  indelible  allegiance  is  now  either  tacitly  or 
expressly  abandoned  by  nearly  all  states  that  are  parties  to  in- 
ternational law,  and  there  is  very  general  agreement  among 
them  as  to  the  following  fundamental  principles  :* 

(a,)  From  birth,  to  the  date  of  emigration,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  country  of  nativity  is  complete.  The  state  of  nativity  may 
therefore  determine  the  conditions  to  be  fulfilled  by  its  subjects 
before  emigration,  as  an  incident  of  its  municipal  jurisdiction. 

(d.)  The  act  of  emigration  cancels  no  obligation  incurred 
prior  to  its  date. 

(c.)  A  citizen,  or  subject  of  a  state,  by  undergoing  the  proc- 
ess of  naturalization  in  a  foreign  state,  is  not  released  from 
any  obligation  to  the  state  of  his  nativity  incurred  previous  to 
his  emigration^* 

(d.)  The  acceptance  by  an  individual  of  political  or  military 
office  in  the  service  of  a  foreign  state,  without  the  consent  of 

*The  doctrine  of  indelible  alle^*  be  considered  an  act  highlv  crim- 

ance  was  one  of  the  settled  pnn-  inal  on  their  part." — Lord  Gren- 

ciples  of  the  English  common  law,  ville  to  Mr.  Kmg,  March  22,  1797, 

and  was  maintained  in  the  United  II  American   State   Papers  (For. 

States  by  high  authorities  during  Rel.X  p.  149;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  $ 

the  earlier  period  of  our  Federal  171. 

history.      Its  assertion    by  Great  'Seecaseof  Largomarsint,  p.  150. 

Britain,  as  a  basis  for  the  claim  to  Whether  a  right  ofexpatriation  ex- 

impress  native  Britons  in  foreign  ists  under  our  Constitution  and 

ships  is  set  forth  in  the  follow-  laws  considered.    If  it  does,  not 

ing statement :  "  No  British  subject  only  a  renunciation  of  citizenship 

can.  by  such  a  form  of  renunciation  of  the  United  States,  but  actual  re- 

as  that  which  is  prescribed  in  the  moval,  for  some  lawful  purpose, 

American  law  of    naturalization,  and  the  acquisition  of  a  domicile 

divest  himself  of  his  allegiance  to  elsewhere,  are  necessary  to  effect 

his  sovereign.    Such  a  declaration  it. — Talbot   t/j.  Jansen,  3  Dallas, 

of  renunciation  made  by  any  of  the  133;  Jennes  vs,  Landes,  84  Fed, 

king's  subjects  would,  instead  of  Rep.  73. 
operating  as  a  protection  to  them. 
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his  own  government,  is,  in  general,  equivalent  to  expatriation. 
Whether  this  shall  be  permanent  or  not  will  depend  on  the 
municipal  law  of  the  individual's  state.' 

While  the  restrictions  which  are  placed  upon  emigration  by 
the  municipal  laws  of  different  states  vary  considerably,  it  is 
still  possible  to  assign  each  of  them  to  one  of  two  groups.  In 
most  of  the  Continental  states  of  Europe  where  a  system  of 
military  conscription  prevails,  the  act  of  emigration,  without 
permission,  involves  a  forfeiture  of  civil  rights.  "  Each  coun- 
try  hampers  expatriation  with  such  restrictions  as  it  thinks  fit, 
and  this  must  probably  continue  to  be  the  case  so  long  as  the 
present  conscription  laws  are  retained.*' '  In  England  and  the 
United  States  a  more  liberal  policy  prevails.  In  England  the 
subject  of  expatriation  is  regulated  by  the  Naturalization  Act 
of  1870,  which  concedes  the  right  of  voluntary  expatriation, 
and  regards  British  subjects  as  expatriate  so  soon  as  they  have 
completed  the  process  of  naturalization  in  a  foreign  state.  In 
the  United  States  a  difference  of  view  existed,  for  a  long  time, 
among  the  different  departments  of  the  Federal  government. 
The  view  of  the  judiciary  has  been  that  citizenship  was  a  com- 
pact between  a  state  and  each  of  its  subjects,  and  that  this 
compact  could  not  be  dissolved  by  the  latter  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  former,  as  expressed  in  its  municipal  laws.  This 
view  is  in  substance  that  maintained  by  the  English  courts  on 
the  same  subject.  The  view  of  the  political  departments  of 
the  government  has  always  been  that  the  right  of  expatriation 
was  an  individual  right,  existing  at  all  times,  and  capable  of 
being  exercised  at  will.    This  view  they  have  constantly  en- 


<  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  {  176;  III 
Ibid.  {  392 ;  the  Santissima  Trini" 
dad,  I  Brockenbrough,  478 ;  Ibid. 
7  Wheaton,  283. 

*  Opinion  of  Mr.  Abbot  to  Eng- 
lish Naturalization  Commission, 
United  States  Foreign  Relations, 
1 873,  p.  1 248.  If  a  native  American 
can  expatriate  himself,  he  divests 
himself,  by  the  very  act  of  expatria- 
tion, as  well  of  the  obligations  as 


of  the  rights  of  a  citizen.  He  be- 
comes, ipso  facto,  an  alien ;  his 
lands  are  escheatable,  and  the 
rights  appertaining  to  citizenship,* 
once  lost,  cannot  be  recovered  by 
residence,  but  he  must  go  through 
the  formula  prescribed  by  law  for 
the  naturalization  of  an  alien  born. 
—  The  Santtsstma  Trinidad,  i 
Brockenbrough,  478. 
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deavored  to  incorporate  into  the  conventional  law  of  the 
United  States.'  In  1868  an  Act  of  Congress  was  passed  declar- 
ing that  **  the  right  of  expatriation  is  a  natural  and  inherent 
right  of  all  people,  indispensable  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights 
of  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness."  *    This  act,  which 


'  Although  the  right  of  expatria- 
tion was,  until  quite  recent  times, 
gei^erally  denied,  the  great  migra- 
tions of  population  from  the  Euro- 
pean states  to  America,  Africa,  and 
the  islands  of  the  sea  has  operated, 
with  other  causes,  to  bring  about 
an  important  change  of  view  in 
this  respect,  and  the  doctrine  of 
indelible  allegiance  is  now  held 
much  less  strongly  than  was  for- 
merly the  case.  The  United  States 
has  given  the  individual  right  of 
expatriation  the  express  sanction 
of  its  municipal  law,  and  it  is  now 
generally  regarded  as  established 
at  international  law. — II  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §  171 ;  the  Saniissima  Trini- 
dad, 7  Wheat.  283 ;  Jansen  vs.  the 
Vraw  Christina  Magdalena,  Bee 
Adm.  Rep.  11,  23;  VIII  Opinions 
Att.-Gen.  p.  139;  IX  Ibid.  p.  62; 
Ibid.  p.  356;  XII  Ibid.  p.  319;  IV 
Phillimore,  Int.  Law  (2d  ed.).p.27i. 
A  change  of  allegiance  from  one 
government  to  another  can  only  be 
effected  by  the  voluntary  action  of 
the  subject,  complying  fully  with 
the  naturalization  laws,  so  that 
there  is  concurrent  action  and 
assent  on  the  part  of  both  the  sub- 
ject and  the  government  to  which 
the  new  allegiance  attaches.— Jen- 
nes  vs,  Landes,  84  Fed.  Rep.  73. 

•  Act  of  July  27, 1868  (15  Stat,  at 
Large,  223),  %  1999  Revised  Stat- 
utes; II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§171-179. 
The  declaration  in  the  act  of  July 
27,  1868  (15  Stat.  223 ;  R.  S.  §  1999), 
that  the  right  of  expatriation  is  "  a 
natural  and  inherent  right  of  all 
people,"  comprehends  our  own 
citizens  as  well  as  those  of  other 
countries ;  and  where  a  citizen  of 


the  United  States  emigrates  to  a 
foreign  country,  and  there,  in  the 
mode  provided  by  its  laws,  formally 
renounces  his  American  citizen- 
ship, with  a  view  to  become  a  citi- 
zen or  subject  of  such  country,  this 
should  be  regarded  by  our  gov- 
ernment as  an  act  of  expatriation. 
—XIV  Opin.  Att.-Gen,  295.  The 
selection  and  actual  enjoyment 
of  a  foreign  domicile,  with  an 
intent  not  to  return,  would  not 
alone  constitute  expatriation  ;  but 
where,  in  addition  thereto,  there 
are  other  acts  done  by  him  which 
import  a  renunciation  of  his  former 
citizenship,  and  a  voluntary  as- 
sumption of  the  duties  of  a  citizen 
of  the  country  of  his  domicile, 
these,  together  with  the  former, 
might  be  treated  as  presumptively 
amounting  to  expatriation,  even 
without  proof  of  naturalization 
abroad ;  though  the  latter  is  un- 
doubtedly the  highest  evidence  of 
expatriation. — Ibid.  A  native-born 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  who 
has  been  naturalized  in  a  foreign 
country,  and  thus  became  a  citi- 
zen or  subject  thereof,  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  an  alien ;  and  he  cannot 
re -acquire  American  nationality, 
except  in  conformity  to  the  law^s 
of  tne  United  States  providing 
for  the  admission  of  aliens  to  citi- 
zenship therein.  —  IX  Ibid.  356. 
The  American  citizen  who  goes 
into  a  foreign  country,  although  he 
owes  local  and  temporary  allegi- 
ance to  that  country,  is  yet,  if  he 
performs  no  other  act  changing  his 
condition,  entitled  to  the  protection 
of  his  own  government ;  and  if, 
without  the  violation  of  any  mu- 
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IS  declaratory  in  character,  has  only  in  recent  years  received 
judicial  interpretation.* 

The  rules  of  international  law  in  respect  to  naturalization 
and  expatriation  are  illustrated  by  several  cases  arising  in  the 
foreign  relations  of  the  United  States. 

(i.)  Heinriclis  Case,  This  occurred  in  1872.  Heinrich  was 
born  in  the  city  of  New  York,  in  1850,  of  Austrian  parents 
who  were  temporarily  resident  there.  They  were  never  natu- 
ralized in  the  United  States,  and  so,  in  accordance  with  the 
naturalization  treaty  with  Austria,  were  never  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  In  1852  Heinrich  returned  with  his  parents  to 
Austria,  where  for  the  next  twenty  years  he  remained,  perform- 
ing none  of  the  duties  of  an  American  citizen,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, enjoying  some  of  the  rights  and  privileges  of  Austrian 
citizenship.  In  1872  he  was  notified  that  he  would  be  held  to 
the  performance  of  his  military  duties  in  Austria.     To  this  he 


nicipal  law.  he  should  be  oppressed 
unjustly,  he  would  have  a  right  to 
claim  that  protection,  and  the  in- 
terposition of  the  American  Gov- 
ernment in  his  favor  would  be  con- 
sidered asa  justifiable  interposition. 
But  his  situation  is  completely 
changed  where,  by  his  own  act,  he 
has  made  himself  the  subject  of  a 
foreign  power.  Although  this  act 
may  not  be  sufficient  to  rescue  him 
from  punishment  for  any  crime 
committed  against  the  United 
States — a  point  not  intended  to  be 
decided— yet  it  certainly  places  him 
out  of  the  protection  of  the  United 
States  while  within  the  territory  of 
the  sovereign  to  whom  he  has 
sworn  allegiance.  —  Murray  vs, 
the  Schooner  Charming  Betsy^  2 
Cranch.  64  [120].  See  also  For. 
Rel.  of  the  U.  S.  1878,  p.  841; 
Ibid.  1876,  p.  567;  Ibid.  1879,  p. 
973;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  |§  171-179. 
«  The  act  of  July  27.  1868  (sec. 
1999  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United 
States),  while  controlling  as  to  the 
subjects  to  which  it  relates,, repre- 
sents the  political  policy  of   the 


United  States  (as  distinguished 
from  its  judicial  policy),  in  respect 
to  the  subject  of  expatriation,  and 
can  have  no  international  or  extra- 
territorial effect.  "That  act,  like 
any  other,  is  subject  to  alteration 
by  Congress  whenever  the  public 
welfare  requires  it.  The  right  of 
protection  which  it  confers  is  lim- 
ited to  citizens  of  the  United 
States." — Fong  Yue  Ting  vs.  U.  S. 
149 ;  U.  S.  698,  716.  In  so  far  as  it 
was  intended  to  have  extra-terri- 
torial effect,  as  a  declaration  in 
favor  of  the  individual  right  of  ex- 
patriation, such  effect  has  been 
ne^tived  by  the  subsequent  legis- 
lation of  Congress  having  for  its 
purpose  the  prevention  of  Chinese 
immigration,  and  the  exclusion  of 
Chinese  subjects  from  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States. — See  Boyd  vs.  Thayer,  143 
U.  S.  135,  i6i ;  ureen  vs,  Salas,  31 
Fed.  Rep.  106 ;  IX  Opin.  Att.-Gen. 
359;  X  Ibid.  321;  XIV  Ibid.  295; 
vol.  18  American  Law  Review,  p. 
831;  23  Ibid.  759;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
""  171-1723. 
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demurred,  claiming  the  interposition  of  the  American  minister 
in  his  behalf,  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  an  American  citizen. 
According  to  the  several  municipal  laws  of  the  interested  states 
he  was  a  native-born  citizen — of  the  United  States  because 
born  in  its  territory ;  of  Austria  because  of  his  Austrian  parent- 
age. After  some  correspondence  the  United  States  Govern- 
ment declined  to  interfere  in  his  behalf  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  expatriated  himself :  ist.  By  his  long  residence  in  Austria, 
by  which  he  created  the  presumption  that  he  intended  to  re- 
side there  permanently ;  2d.  By  his  having  signified  his  will- 
ingness to  become  an  Austrian  subject,  by  obtaining  passports 
and  travelling  under  them  in  that  character. 

(2.)  Case  of  Martin  Koszta, — Koszta  was  a  Hungarian,  and 
so  a  native-born  citizen  of  Austria.  He  was  concerned  in  the 
revolutionary  outbreak  of  1848,  and  at  the  unsuccessful  ter- 
mination of  that  movement  effected  his  escape  to  Turkey, 
where  he  was  arrested  and  imprisoned,  but  finally  released  on 
condition  that  he  should  quit  Turkish  territory.  He  went  to 
the  United  States,  took  up  a  residence  there,  and  at  the  proper 
time  made  a  declaration,  in  due  form,  of  his  intention  to  be- 
come ati  American  citizen.  In  1853,  and  so  before  the  natu- 
ralization process  had  been  completed  in  his  case,  he  went  to 
Smyrna  on  business,  and  was  there  granted  a  travelling  pass 
by  the  United  States  consul.  This  paper  conferred  upon  him, 
to  a  certain  extent,  the  national  character  of  an  American,  and 
stated  that  he  was  entitled  to  American  protection.  Not  long 
after  his  arrival  in  Smyrna  his  presence  was  made  known  to 
the  Austrian  consul,  and,  on  June  21,  1853,  Koszta  was  s^'zed 
by  certain  persons  in  the  pay  of  the  Austrian  consulate,  and 
taken  out  into  the  harbor  in  a  boat.  At  some  distance  from 
the  shore  he  was  thrown  into  the  water,  and  was  picked  up  by 
boats  from  the  Austrian  man-of-war  Hussar.  He  was  taken 
on  board  that  ship  and  was  there  confined  with  a  view  to  his 
ultimate  conveyance  within  Austrian  jurisdiction.' 

>  Foreign  Relations  of  the  United  Hall»  p.  237  ;  Snow's  Cases,  Int. 
States,  1873,  part  2,  p.  1298;  II  Law,  p.  226:  Cockburn,  National- 
Dig.  Int.  Law.  %%  175,  198;  Law-  ity,  p.  118;  Dana's  Wheaton,  $  86, 
renc?*5  Wbeaton.  pp.  176,  229,  929;  note  45^. 
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The  United  States  consul  at  Smyrna  protested  against  this 
arbitrary  action,  but  without  avail,  and,  as  a  last  resort,  re- 
ported the  circumstance  to  the  American  Legation  at  Con- 
stantinople. The  5/.  Louis^  a  public  armed  vessel  of  the 
United  States,  commanded  by  Captain  Ingraham,  happened 
to  be  lying  in  the  harbor  of  Constantinople  at  the  time,and  Cap- 
tain Ingraham  was  requested  by  the  charge  d affaires  to  pro- 
ceed to  Smyrna  and  demand  Koszta's  release,  if  necessary  by  a 
resort  to  force.  In  compliance  with  these  instructions  Captain 
Ingraham  went  to  Smyrna  and  demanded  the  surrender  of 
Koszta,  stating  that  unless  he  were  delivered  up  he  should 
take  him  by  force  of  arms.  As  such  a  conflict,  aside  from  its 
international  consequences,  would  have  led  to  the  certain  de- 
struction of  much  of  the  shipping  in  the  harbor,  and  to  the 
possible  destruction  of  the  town  itself,  the  French  consul 
offered  his  mediation,  and  Koszta  was  delivered  into  his  cus- 
tody pending  the  result  of  the  negotiations  in  his  case.  As  a 
result  Koszta  was  conveyed  back  to  the  United  States,  the 
Austrian  government  reserving  the  right  to  proceed  against 
him  should  he  ever  return  to  Turkish  territory. 

This  case  has  been  frequently  cited  as  illustrating  many 
phases  of  the  question  of  citizenship  and  allegiance.  The 
following  are  the  more  important  considerations  involved: 

(a.)  The  papers  in  Koszta's  possession  gave  him  the  char- 
acter of  an  American  citizen  in  so  far  as  the  Turkish  Govern- 
ment was  concerned,  and  entitled  him  to  its  protection.  If  he 
were  not  entitled  to  those  papers,  the  question  resulting  was 
one  for  decision  between  Turkey  and  the  United  States. 

(^.)  The  action  of  the  Austrian  consul  was  a  gross  violation 
of  the  sovereignty  of  Turkey,  and  a  serious  infraction  of  the 
rules  of  international  law. 

(r.)  The  use  of  force  by  Captain  Ingraham  to  secure  the  re- 
lease of  Koszta  was  also  without  warrant  of  international  law. 
It  differed  from  that  of  the  Austrian  officials  only  in  that  its 
effects  were  to  vindicate  the  sovereignty  of  Turkey.  Upon 
this  ground  it  was  defended  at  the  time,  and  generally  justified. 

{d^  Koszta  was  not  an  American  citizen.     His  declaration 
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of  intention  to  become  one,  however,  entitled  him  to  a  quali- 
fied amount  of  protection  on  the  part  of  the  United  States ; 
especially  in  a  state  where  he  had  the  character  of  an  alien, 
pure  and  simple,  and  where  the  question  of  his  partially  ac- 
quired allegiance  was  not  complicated  by  considerations  aris- 
ing out  of  his  allegiance  of  nativity. 

(e.)  Had  his  case  been  drawn  in  question  by  any  disinter- 
ested power,  Koszta  would  have  been  regarded  as  an  Austrian 
subject.  This  would  have  resulted  from  the  application  of  the 
rule  of  nativity  to  his  case. 

(/.)  If  a  formal  decree  or  sentence  of  exile  was  had  against 
Koszta  in  Austria,  that  power  could  have  retained  jurisdiction 
over  him  to  the  extent  of  giving  perpetual  eflfect  to  its  decree 
of  banishment,  by  preventing  his  return  to  Austrian  territory. 

LargomarsinVs  Case.  Largomarsini  was  born  in  Italy,  of 
Italian  parents,  and  when  two  years  of  age  was  brought  by 
them  to  the  United  States.  Upon  reaching  the  proper  age, 
and  having  fulfilled  the  usual  conditions  of  residence  and  in- 
tention, he  was  naturalized  in  San  Francisco,  a  place  which  he 
had  chosen  as  his  durable  abode.  He  resided  there  and  else- 
where in  California  until  1875,  when  he  visited  Italy  for  a  tem- 
porary purpose,  and  with  the  intention  of  returning  to  the 
United  States  and  of  resuming  his  residence  there  at  the  end 
of  a  year.  A  few  days  after  his  arrival  in  Italy  he  was  notified 
that  he  had  been  drafted  into  the  military  service.  Claiming 
to  be  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  he  refused  to  obey  the 
summons,  and  upon  this  refusal  he  was  arrested  as  a  deserter 
from  the  Italian  military  service.  His  case  was  appealed  to 
the  highest  military  tribunal,  where  the  charge  of  desertion 
was  not  sustained,  but  he  was  held  to  the  performance  of  his 
military  service.  Intervention  was  made  in  his  behalf  by  the 
United  States  minister,  but  without  avail,  the  refusal  to  release 
him  being  based  upon  the  ground  that  he  was  an  Italian  sub- 
ject^ and  that  his  naturalization  in  the  United  States  had  no 
effect  upon  his  individual  status  when  he  returned  to  Italy.' 

'  For.  Ret.  of  the  United  States.  1878,  pp.  458-464;  Ibid.  1879,  p.  60a 
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Case  of  Ungar.  Leopold  Ungar  was  born  in  Bavaria,  but 
emigrated  to  the  United  States,  where  he  completed  the  nat- 
uralization process  in  1856.  In  1857  ^^  obtained  a  passport 
from  the  Department  of  State  and  returned  to  Europe,  pass- 
ing and  repassing  several  times  between  the  two  countries. 
The  last  vis/o(  his  passport  bore  the  date  of  1861.  In  1873 
he  arrived  in  Egypt  from  Italy,  under  an  assumed  name,  and 
-was  arrested  at  the  instance  of  the  Prussian  consul  in  Alexan- 
dria, with  a  view  to  his  extradition  for  a  crime  committed  in 
Cologne.  He  claimed  to  be  an  American  citizen,  but  protec- 
tion was  denied  him.  i.  Because  he  had  expatriated  himself; 
this  was  proven  by  long  absence  from  the  United  States  with 
no  intention  of  returning.  2.  Because  he  had  voluntarily  sub- 
jected himself  to  Prussian  jurisdiction  by  committing  a  crime 
within  Prussian  territory.  His  flight  to  Egypt  in  no  way  af- 
fected the  question  of  his  national  character,  as  he  was  subject 
to  the  extradition  process  in  Egypt,  on  the  demand  of  Prussia, 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  an  existing  treaty  of  extra- 
dition between  the  two  countries. 

Aliens  and  Domicile. 

Aliens.  The  term  alien  is  applied  to  any  person  within  the 
territory  of  a  state,  at  any  time,  who  is  not  a  citizen  or  subject 
of  that  state,  either  by  birth  or  naturalization.  These  foreign- 
ers or  strangers  are  susceptible  of  classification  into, 

(a.)  Aliens,  or  Aliens  Proper,  including  all  those  persons  who 
are  sojourning  temporarily  within  the  state,  or  who  are  passing 
through  its  territory. 

{b.)  Domiciled  Strangers,  including  all  those  persons  who 
have  acquired  a  legal  domicile  at  some  place  within  its  terri- 
torial jurisdiction. 

The  peculiar  view  of  allegiance  which  prevailed  during  the 
feudal  period  survived  the  downfall  of  the  system  in  which  it  had 
originated,  and,  in  the  form  of  the  doctrine  of  indelible  allegi- 
ance, became  part  of  the  internal  political  policy  of  most  Euro- 
pean states.  An  individual,  born  a  subject,  always  retained 
that  character.    Such  personal  and  property  rights  as  he  was 
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permitted  to  enjoy  grew  out  of  the  fact  of  his  allegiance  to 
his  native  sovereign,  and  were  not  recognized  beyond  that 
sovereign's  territories.  The  result  was  to  make  the  lot  of  an 
alien  a  particularly  hard  one  in  early  times.  So  soon  as  he 
passed  the  frontier,  and  entered  the  territory  of  another  state, 
he  was  regarded  as  being  without  rights.  Such  privileges 
of  residence  and  occupation  as  he  enjoyed  were  held  upon 
sufferance  only,  and  could  be  withdrawn  or  cancelled  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  sovereign  in  whose  territory  he  was  resi* 
dent.  If  he  died  in  a  foreign  country  his  property,  both  real 
and  personal,  was  forfeited  to  the  sovereign  in  accordance 
with  the  droit  d'aubaine;^  or,  at  a  later  period,  when  more 
humane  usages  had  begun  to  prevail,  was  heavily  taxed  when 
withdrawn  from  the  territory,  in  accordance  with  the  droit  de 
detraction? 

As  civilization  increased,  and  as  commerce  and  interstate 
intercourse  became  general,  these  harsh  provisions  were  grad- 
ually relaxed,  though  they  did  not  finally  disappear  until  the 
beginning  of  the  present  century.  Other  restrictions  remained, 
however,  notably  a  disability  in  the  matter  of  holding  land,  and 
''  it  is  only  of  late  years  that  the  right  of  holding  lands  on  the 
same  conditions  as  subjects  has  been  conceded  to  foreigners 
by  most  countries.*'  ^    In  the  matter  of  holding  and  transferring 

person  belonging  to  one  of  the  con- 
federated states  is  to  be  treated  in 
every  other  as  a  born  native,  and 
to  be  permitted  to  acquire  real  es- 
tate.' But,  as  regards  other  coun- 
tries, the  laws  of  Bavaria,  Prussia, 
Saxony,  and  Wilrtemberg  exact  for 
their  own  subjects,  when  abroad, 
the  same  rights  they  extend  to  for- 
eigners in  their  own  dominions.^ 

*  Report  of  (English)  Naturalization 
Commission,  1869,  p.  115.  ^  Ibid.  p. 
128.  *  Ibid.  p.  131.  *  Civil  Code  of 
Austria,  §33.  -Civil  Code  of  the 
Netherlands,  §§884-957.  'Swedish 
Statute  of  Inheritance,  chap.  xv.  §2. 
'  Hertslet,  Map  of  Europe  by  Treaty, 
art.  iii.  vol.  iii.  p.  1931.  >>  Report  of 
(English)  Naturalization    Commission, 


1  I  De  Martens,  §  90 ;  Kltiber, 
82, 135 ;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  82. 

•  I  De  Martens,  §  90 ;  KlUber,  §  63 ; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  §  82. 

•Boyd's  Wheaton,  p.  112:  "In 
Belgium  this  was  effected  by  the 
law  of  the  27th  of  April,  i865.» 
Russia  conceded  the  privilege  in 
1860.^  Some  of  the  Swiss  cantons 
do  not  even  now  permit  foreigners 
to  hold  real  property  without  the 
express  sanction  of  the  cantonal 
government,  unless  there  be  a 
treaty  to  that  effect.*  Austria,* 
the  Netherlands,'  and  Sweden' 
only  accord  the  right  on  condition 
of  reciprocity  in  the  foreigner's 
country.  The  constitution  of  the 
Grerman  empire  provides  that  every 
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personal  property,  the  practice  of  nations  has  been  much  more 
liberal.  This  difference  of  view  in  regard  to  the  two  kinds  of 
property  was  due  in  part  to  the  fact  that,  in  early  times,  only 
land  and  immovables  were  recognized  as  having  the  quality  of 
property,  and  in  part  to  the  fact  that  personal  property, 
especially  in  the  form  of  money  and  valuables,  could  be  easily 
concealed  and  withdrawn  from  the  operation  of  the  law.  The 
result  was  that  personal  property  began  to  be  made  the  sub- 
ject of  legal  regulation  at  a  much  later  date,  and  when  more 
enlightened  views  had  begun  to  prevail  upon  the  subject  of 
ownership  and  property  regulation/ 

Treatment  of  Aliens.  From  the  principle  that  all  persons 
within  the  territory  of  a  state,  at  any  time,  are  subject  to,  and 
are  protected  by,  its  municipal  laws,  it  follows  that  aliens,  so 
long  as  they  obey  those  laws,  will  be  as  fully  protected  by 
them  as  are  the  citizens  of  the  state  in  which  they  are  resi- 
dent.*   They  are  subject  to  some  restrictions,  however,  from 


In  Italy,  Denmark,  and  Greece' 
aliens  are  under  no  disabilities  in 
this  respect.  The  ownership  of 
land  in  the  United  States  is  regu- 
lated by  the  laws  of  the  individual 
states  of  the  Union.  Some  states 
impose  no  restrictions  on  foreign- 
ers; others  require  residence  and 
an  oath  of  allegiance;  in  others 
a  declaration  of  an  intention  to, 
become  a  naturalized  citizen  of 
the  United  States  is  necessary."  ^ 
**  Feudal  principles  were  maintain- 
ed so  long  in  England  that,  until 
the  year  1870,  an  alien  was  inca- 
pable of  holding  land  for  more  than 
twenty-one  years ;  that  is,  he  could 
not  purchase  a  freehold.  This, 
however,  was  remedied  by  the  Nat- 
uralization   Act  of   18^0,^  which 

1869,  pp.  114,  T24,  129,  138.  *rbid. 
p.  116;  lullan  Civil  Code,  art.  iii.; 
Ciril  Code  of  Greece,  art.  v.  ^  Report 
of  (English)  Naturalization  Commission, 
1869,  p.  131.  *33  and  34  Victoria, 
chap.  xiv.  §  2.  See  also  For.  Rel.  U.  S. 
1884,  pp.  174-187  ;  1890,  pp.  276-280. 


relieved  aliens  of  most  of  their 
disabilities,  and,  as  regards  land, 
placed  them  on  the  same  footing 
as  subjects." — Boyd's  Wheaton,  p. 

113. 
*  Amos,  Science  of  Law,  p.  164. 

'  Aliens  domiciled  in  the  United 
States  owe  a  local  and  temporary 
allegiance  to  the  Government  of 
the  United  States ;  they  are  bound 
to  obey  all  the  laws  of 'the  country, 
not  immediately  relating  to  citizen- 
ship, during  their  residence,  and 
are  equally  amenable  with  citizens 
for  any  infraction  of  those  laws. 
Those  aliens  who,  being  domiciled 
in  the  country  prior  to  the  rebel- 
lion, ^ve  aid  and  comfort  to  the 
rebellion,  were,  therefore,  subject 
to  be  prosecuted  for  violation  of 
the  laws  of  the  United  States 
against  treason  and  for  giving  aid 
and  comfort  to  the  rebellion. — Car- 
lisle vs.  United  States,  16  Wallace, 
147.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  President, 
to  whom  the  care  of  our  foreign  re- 
lations is  committed,  to  take  an  law- 
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which  citizens  are  exempt;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  are  not 
held  to  the  performance  of  certain  duties  to  which  citizens  are 
liable  from  the  fact  of  their  allegiance.  The  most  important 
of  these  is  an  exemption  from  personal  imposts*  and  from  ob- 
ligatory military  service — a  duty,  from  its  nature,  incumbent 
upon  citizens  alone.' 


ful  measures  for  the  protection  of 
alien  subjects  of  a  state  with  which 
the  United  States  are  at  peace, 
who  shall  have  come  within  our 
territory  and  placed  themselves 
under  the  safeguard  of  our  laws 
with  the  consent  of  the  &;eneral 
and  state  governments. — III  Opin- 
ions of  Attorney -General,  p.  253. 
But  where  aliens  have  suffered 
violence  from  citizens  of  theUnited 
States,  they  can  be  protected  only 
by  the  redress  to  be  afforded  in  the 
courts  and  the  special  interposition 
of  the  legislature. — Ibid.  The  state 
courts  only  have  jurisdiction  of  the 
criminal  offence  in  such  cases;  the 
circuit  courts  of  the  United  States 
of  a  civil  action,  where  the  of- 
fenders are  citizens. — Ibid. 

1  The  term  impost,  as  here  used, 
refers  to  impositions  of  personal 
service,  as  for  jury  duty,  etc.,  and 
to  impositions  of  money  in  the  way 
of  poll-taxes,  or  other  levies  upon 
citizens  alone. 

*  "  During  the  American  Civil 
War  the  protection  of  England 
was  frequently  demanded  by  Brit- 
ish subjects  against  conscription  in 
the  United  States  Army.  Lord, 
Lyons  was  instructed  that  there  is 
no  rule  or  principal  of  international 
law  which  prohibits  the  govern- 
ment of  any  country  from  requir- 
ing aliens  resident  within  its  terri- 
tories to  serve  in  the  militia  or 
police  of  the  country,  or  to  contrib- 
ute to  the  support  of  such  estab- 
lishments.* But  her  Majesty's  gov- 
ernment would  not  consent  to 
British  subjects  being  compelled 
to  serve  in  the  armies  of  either 


party  where,  besides  the  ordinary 
incidents  of  battle,  they  would  be 
exposed  to  be  treated  as  rebels  or 
traitors  in  a  Quarrel  in  which,  as 
aliens,  they  had  no  concern,  and  on 
their  return  to  England  would  in- 
cur the  penalties  imposed  on  Brit- 
ish subjects  for  having  taken  part 
in  the  war.^  All  who  could  prove 
their  British  nationality  were,  ac- 
cordingly, exempted  from  military 
service.*  But  if  a  British  subject 
had  become  naturalized  in  Amer- 
ica, England  refused  to  protect  him 
so  long  as  he  remained  there.'  In- 
dividuals who  had  declared  their 
intention  of  becoming  naturalized, 
but  had  not  completed  the  neces- 
sary formalities,  were  also  treated 
as  aliens,  and  exempted  ;*  but  her 
Majesty's  government  declined  to 
interfere  in  their  behalf  if  they  had 
voted  at  elections,  or  in  any  way 
exercised  any  of  the  exclusive  priv- 
ileges of  a  citizen.'  In  1863  an  Act 
of  Congress  was  passed  specially 
including  '  intended '  citizens  in  a 
further  enrolment  of  the  militia ;' 
and  a  proclamation  of  the  President 
allowed  sixty-five  days  to  such  per- 
sons to  leave  the  country,  or  be- 
come liable  to  be  enrolled  by  re* 
maining.     To  this  Great  Britain 

'Despatch  to  Lord  Lyons,  No.  76, 
April  4,  1861.  ^•Ibid.  No.  349,  Octo- 
ber 7,  1861:  Parliamentary  Papers, 
North  America,  1864,  No.  13,  p.  34. 
^  Despatch  to  Lord  Lyons,  No.  379, 
July  29,  1861.  <>Ibid.  No.  259,  June 
7,  K^62.  "  Mr.  Seward  to  Mr.  Stuart, 
August  20,  1862.  'Consular  Circular 
from  Mr.  Stuart,  No.  99,  July  25,  1862. 
'  United  States  Statutes  at  Large,  voL 
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In  states  where  a  military  establishment  is  maintained  by  a 
system  of  voluntary  enlistments,  few  restrictions  are  placed 
upon  the  admission  of  aliens  to  the  military  or  naval  service. 
By  such  an  act,  however,  and  during  the  period  of  such  ser- 
vice, an  alien  forfeits  the  protection  of  his  own  government, 
and  must  look  for  protection  to  the  state  under  whose  flag  he 
serves.  In  nearly  all  states  aliens  are  debarred  from  holding 
public  office  of  a  political  character,  and  are  denied  the  right 
of  suffrage,  when  that  right  exists.  Some  states  still  place 
them  under  special  disabilities  In  the  matter  of  holding  land, 
or  engaging  in  business,  or  following  certain  trades  or  profes- 
sions; others  make  this  conditional  upon  reciprocity.*  In  nearly 

acquiesced,  the  period  allowed  for  pie  has  been  settled  in  the  year- 
departure  being  deemed  sufficient.i>  books,  and  has  been  uniformly  rec- 
It  was  r^ardcd  as  an  established  c^nieed  as  sound  law  from  that 
principle  that  a  government  might,  time.  Nor  is  there  any  distinction, 
by  an  ex  post  facto  law,  include  in  whether  the  purchase  be  by  grant 
its  conscription  any  persons  perma-  or  by  devise.  In  either  case,  the 
nently  resident  in  its  territory,  pro- '  estate  vests  in  the  alien,  not  for  his 
vided  it  allowed  them  reasonable  own  benefit,  but  for  the  benefit  of 
time  and  facilities  for  departure  the  state ;  or,  in  the  language  of 
on  the  promulgation  of  such  a  '  the  ancient  law,  the  alien  has  the 
law."'  In  the  courts  of  the  United  capacity  to  take,  but  not  to  hold 
States  alien  friends  are  entitled  to  lands,  and  they  may  be  seized  into 
the  same  protection  in  their  rig*hts  the  hands  of  the  sovereign.  But 
as  citizens.  Nor  are  their  suits  until  the  lands  are  so  seized,  the' 
barred  by  proof  that  the  remedy  alien  has  complete  dominion  over 
is  not  reciprocal. — Tayler  ev.  Car-  the  same, .  .  .  and  may  convey  the 
penter,  3  Story,  458.  Aliens  in  same  to  a  purchaser.  ...  In  re- 
the  United  States  are  not  liable  spect  to  these  general  rights  and 
to  militia  duty.  For  treatment  of  disabilities,  there  is  no  admitted 
alien  enemies  by  the  United  States,  difference  between  alien  friends 
see  §§  4067-4070  of  the  Revised  and  alien  enemies.  During  war 
Statutes  of  the  United  States.  the  property  of  alien  enemies  is 
'  It  is  clear,  by  the  common  law,  subject  to  confiscation  jure  belli ^ 
that  an. alien  can  take  lands  by  and  their  civil  capacity  to  sue  is 
purchase,  though  not  by  descent;  suspended.  But  as  to  capacity  to 
or,  in  other  words,  he  cannot  take  purchase,  no  case  has  been  cited 
by  the  act  of  law,  but  he  may  b^  m  which  it  has  been  denied ;  in  the 
the  act  of  the  party.    This  princi-  Attorney-General  vs,  Wheeden  and 

xii.  p.  731.    *  Despatch  to  Lord  Lyons,  ^"^f^^  ^^'^'  ^«P-  2^7.  it  was  ad- 

No.  485.  August  31,  1863.     » Parlia-  J"^ed  that  a  bequest  to  an  alien 

mentary  Papers.  North  America,  1863,  enemy  Was  good,  and,  after  peace. 

No.  13,  p.  34;  Despatch  to  Lord  Lyons,  might  be  enforced.     Indeed,  the 

No.  293,  November  27,  i86a.     Boyd's  common  law.  in  these  particulars, 

Wheaton,  pp.  209,  210.  _  seems  to  coincide   with   the  jus 
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all  the  Continental  states  of  Europe  aliens  are  placed  at  some 
disadvantage  as  regards  subjects  in  instituting  or  maintaining 
suits  at  law,  and  in  testifying  in  certain  cases.  They  also 
require  a  register  of  aliens  to  be  kept,  and,  in  many  instances, 
claim  and  exercise  the  right  of  expelling  them  from  their  ter- 
ritories for  cause.  Many  of  these  restrictions  are  reasonable, 
and,  if  they  are  generally  known,  furnish  no  ground  of  com- 
plaint to  other  states  whose  citizens  are  subjected  to  them. 
In  some  cases,  notably  in  certain  Mohammedan  and  pagan 
countries,  whose  systems  of  government  and  law  are  radically 
different  from  those  of  Christendom,  the  separate  treatment 
of  aliens  has  been  made  the  subject  of  treaty  stipulation. 

Domicile 

Nature  of  the  Relation.  Of  all  the  persons  residing  in  a 
state  at  any  given  time  two  classes  have  elsewhere  been 
described  —  aliens  and  citizens.     Between  these  extremes  is 

• 

found  a  large  class  of  persons  who  are  not  temporary  sojourn- 
ers, neither  have  they  the  quality  of  citizenship.  Their  resi- 
dence is  not  transient,  and  they  are  aliens  only  in  the  sense 
that  they  are  not  members  of  the  body  politic,  owing  it  the 
allegiance  of  defence,  and  for  that  reason  do  not  enjoy  the 
rights  and  political  privileges  of  citizens.  These  persons  are 
called  domiciled  strangers.  While  their  residence  is  to  some 
■extent  permanent,  they  are  unwilling,  for  reasons  of  their  own, 


gentium,  —  Fairfax's  devisee  vs. 
Hunter's  lessee,  7  Cranch,  603  (619). 
An  alien  who  becomes  natural- 
ized may  hold  land  acquired  before 
his  naturalization.  A  grant  by  a 
state  to  an  alien  is  not  void ;  he 
may  take,  though  he  cannot  hold 
against  the  state.  —  Govcrneur's 
heirs  vs,  Robertson,  11  Wheaton, 
332.  Neither  the  Constitution  nor 
acts  of  Congress  required  that 
aliens  should  reside  abroad  to  en- 
title them  to  sue  in  the  courts  of 
the  United  States. — Breedlove  and 
Robeson  vs,  Nicolet  and  Sigg,  7 


Peters,  413.  In  the  Chinese  Exclu- 
sion case  (130  United  States,  603), 
it  was  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  Sutes  that  "the 
Government  of  the  United  States, 
through  the  action  of  the  legislative 
department,  can  exclude  aliens 
from  its  territory." — Nishimura 
Ekiu  vs.  United  States,  142  United 
States,  651;  Fong  Yue  Ting  vs. 
United  States,  149  United  Sutes. 
698;  Lem  Moon  Sing  vs.  United 
States.  158  United  States,  538,  547. 
In  re  Moses,  83  Fed.  Rep.  995. 
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to  give  up  their  citizenship  of  nativity;  and  it  is  not  incon- 
sistent with  their  peculiar  relation  that  they  should  cherish  a 
remote  intention  of  returning  to  their  native  countries  should 
it  ever  become  desirable  to  do  so. 

Definition  of  Domicile.  Domicile  may,  therefore,  be  de- 
fined as  the  place  which  an  individual  has  freely  chosen  as 
the  centre  of  his  domestic  and  jural  relations,  and  a  domiciled 
stranger  is  an  alien  who,  for  purposes  of  residence  or  business, 
has  selected  a  certain  place  as  his  durable  abode,  with  no 
present  intention  of  removing  therefrom.* 

Distinction  between' Citizenship  and  Domicile.  There 
has  been  some  confusion  expressed  in  the  works  of  writers 
upon  the  subject  as  to  the  precise  meaning  of  the  terras  citi- 
zenship and  domicile.  From  the  definition  given  it  will  be 
seen  that  they  are  not  synonymous ;  indeed,  in  strictness, 
they  have  no  possible  connection  with  each  other.  The  citi- 
zen is  a  creature  of  the  municipal  law  of  a  state,  with  which 
other  states  ordinarily  have  no  concern.  The  rules  of  domicile 
determine  the  status  of  an  individual  from  the  standpoint  of 
international  law,  and  have  no  necessary  connection  with  citi- 
zenship. Domicile  is  a  fact,  and,  when  the  domicile  of  an  in- 
dividual is  drawn  in  question,  is  proved,  like  other  facts,  by 
evidence  as  to  residence  or  intention.  Citizenship  results  from 
birth,  or  the  operation  of  law,  and  is  acquired  by  undergoing  a 
legal  process,  the  various  steps  of  which  are  regulated  by  the 


'  It  is  remarkable  that  no  defini- 
tion of  the  term  "domicile"  has 
as  yet  been  universally  accepted. 
It  has  been  defined  as  "  a  residence 
at  a  particular  place  accompanied 
by  positive  or  presumptive  proof 
of  an  intention  to  remam  there  for 
an  unlimited  time."  This  defini- 
tion is  approved  by  Phillimore  in  his 
work  on  the  subject.  By  the  term 
"domicile,"  in  its  ordinary  accep- 
tation, is  meant  the  place  where  a 
person  lives  and  has  his  home. — 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  iSiB;  Twiss, 
I41W  pf  Nations  in  Peace,  pp.  275- 


277;  IV  Phillimore.  pp.  32-46;  I 
Halleck,  p.  361 ;  II  Wildman,  pp.36, 
37  ;  Woolsey.  %  71 ;  Glenn,  p.  233 , 
Risley,  Law  of  War,  pp.  94.  95 ;  I 
Lorimer,  Institutes,  pp.  426-435; 
Hall,  pp.  239,  279.  498,  500;  Vattel. 
liv.  i.  chap.  xix.  §  218;  Dicey,  pp. 
I,  3;  Story.  Conflict  of  Laws,  41; 
Bruce  vs,  Bruce,  2  Bosanquet  and 
Puller,  28,  note ;  Bampde  vs,  John- 
son, 3  Vesey,  201 ;  Stanley  vs, 
Bernes,  3  Hagard  Ecc.  Rep.  374, 
437;  Best  on  Presumptions,  p.  235  ; 
Mitchell  vs.  United  States,  21  Wal- 
lace. 550. 
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municipal  law  of  a  state.  It  is,  moreover,  a  matter  of  legal 
record,  and,  when  the  citizenship  of  an  individual  is  ques- 
tioned, it  is  established  by  the  production  of  a  duly  authenti- 
cated certificate  of  origin,  or  naturalization.' 

Rules  of  Domicile.  The  rules  of  domicile,  in  so  far  as 
they  are  recognized  and  sanctioned  by  international  law,  must, 
like  all  its  rules,  be  based  upon  the  general  consent  of  nations. 
A  state  may,  by  its  municipal  laws,  grant  certain  privileges  to 
domiciled  strangers,  but  those  privileges  are  local  in  character, 
not  international,  and  can  have  no  eflect  beyond  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  the  state  granting  them.  In  a  similar 
way  several  states  may  arrange,  by  treaty,  to  secure  for  their 
subjects  special  privileges  as  to  domicile  in  each  other's  terri- 
tories, or  may  obtain  for  them  special  exemptions  from  the 
operation  of  certain  municipal  laws.  These  privileges  and 
exemptions,  however,  are  restricted  in  their  operation  to  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  states  that  participate  in  the  treaty. 
It  is  held  by  some  authorities  that  an  individual  may  also  have 
a  domicile  in  several  places  at  the  same  time;'  an  opposite 
rule,  however,  prevails  as  to  citizenship,  and  an  individual,  in 
his  character  as  a  citizen  or  subject,  can  owe  allegiance  to  but 
one  state  at  the  same  time. 

{a,)  To  constitute  domicile  there  must  be  actual  residence, 
with  the  intention  of  remaining.  This  intention  is  inferred 
from  the  acts  of  an  individual.  If  he  hires  or  purchases  a 
place  of  residence,  enters  into  business  relations,  makes  con- 
tracts which  will  require  considerable  time  for  their  execution, 
or  does  any  acts  of  a  similar  character  which  are  susceptible  of 
being  proved  by  the  testimony  of  witnesses,  a  court  will  de- 
duce from  such  evidence  the  intention  of  remaining  which 
constitutes  domicile.' 

'  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §117;  Hall,  but  see  Dicey  on  Domicile,  pp.  61- 

S§  72.  87 ;  I  Twiss,  §  171 ;  I  Fergu-  66 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  1 17. 

son.  §§39. 40.  •  Dicey,  pp.  119-147;  IV  Philli- 

*  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  47-53;  Di-  more.  pp.  151-204;  I  Halleck,  pp. 

gest,  liv.  1.  tit.  i.  S  5  ;  Domat,  liv.  i.  362-390;  Boyd  s  Wheaton,  §1511). 

tit.  xvi.  §  56;  Duranton,  Cours  de  The  presumption  of  law  is  that  the 

Droit  Fran^ais.  liv.  i.  tit.  iii.  §  357 ;  domicile  of  origin  is  retained,  un- 


NATIONAL  CHARACTER 


159 


(*.)  Domicile  must  be  freely  chosen.*  Constrained  residence 
does  not  give  domicile.  By  constrained  residence  is  meant 
any  residence  not  the  result  of  free  choice  on  the  part  of  an 
individual  otherwise  capable  of  free  action.'  The  residence 
of  an  officer  in  the  military  or  naval  service  is  of  this  charac- 
ter,' as  is  that  of  ambassadors,  their  secretaries,  and  the  at- 
taches of  a  legation.  The  domicile  of  these  persons  is  the 
same  as  their  citizenship,  native  or  acquired.  They  undergo 
no  change  of  domicile,  no  matter  how  long  they  may  be  absent 
from  home  or  resident  abroad,  provided  such  residence  has  an 
official  character,  and  is  in  obedience  to  military  orders,  or  is 
in  the  exercise  of  diplomatic  functions.*  The  domicile  of  a 
person  undergoing  a  sentence  of  imprisonment,  exile,  or  ban- 


less  the  change  is  proved,  and  the 
burden  of  proving  it  is  upon  him 
who  alleges  the  change.  .  .  .  But 
what  amount  of  proof  is  necessary 
to  change  a  domicile  of  origin  into 
a  prima  facte  domicile  of  choice  ? 
It  is  residence  elsewhere,  or  where 
a  person  lives  out  of  the  domicile 
of  ori|;in.  That  repels  the  pre- 
sumption of  its  continuance,  and 
casts  upon  him  who  denies  the 
domicile  of  choice  the  burden  of 
disprovinsf  it.  Where  a  person 
lives  is  laAitn  prima  facie  X.O  be  his 
domicile  until  other  facts  establish 
the  contrary.  It  is  difficult  to  lay 
down  any  rule  under  which  every 
instance  of  residence  -could  be 
brought  which  may  make  a  domi- 
cile of  choice.  But  there  must  be, 
to  constitute  it,  actual  residence  in 
the  place,  with  the  intention  that 
it  is  to  be  a  principal  and  perma- 
nent residence.  That  intention  may 
be  inferred  from  the  circumstances 
or  condition  in  which  a  person  may 
be  as  to  the  domicile  of  his  origin, 
or  from  the  seat  of  his  fortune,  his 
family,  and  pursuits  of  life.  A  re- 
moval which  does  not  contemplate 
an  absence  from  the  former  domi- 
cile for  an  indefinite  and  uncertain 


time  is  not  a  change  of  it.  But 
when  there  is  a  removal,  unless  it 
can  be  shown,  or  inferred  from  cir- 
cumstances, that  it  was  for  some 
particular  purpose  expected  to  be 
only  of  a  temporary  nature,  or  in 
the  exercise  of  some  particular  pro- 
fession, office,  or  calling,  it  does 
change  the  domicile. —  Ennis  vs. 
Smith,  14  Howard,  400,  423.  The 
result  is  that  the  place  of  residence 
\s  prima  facie  the  domicile,  unless 
there  be  some  motive  for  that  resi- 
dence not  inconsistent  with  a 
clearly-established  intention  to  re- 
tain a  permanent  residence  in  an- 
other place. — Ibid. 

*  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  151-203;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  362-390;  Dicey,  pp.  73- 
86;  Boyd'sWheaton,§i5iB,  151F; 
I  Twiss,  §  171. 

'IV  Phillimore,  pp.  101-142;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  368-371 ;  Dicey,  pp. 

137-147. 

■IV  Phillimore,  pp.  101-122;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  369-371 ;   Dicey,  pp. 

'37.  «39-i43;  Boyd's  Wheaton, 
S151E. 

*  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  101-144 1  1 
Halleck,  pp.  368-369;  Dicey,  pp. 
137- '3^1  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws, 
S  47 ;  Wharton,  Ibid,  §§  49.  5o- 
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ishment,  is  not  changed  by  such  constrained  absence,  unless 
the  exile  or  banishment  be  in  the  execution  of  a  life-sentence/ 
As  consuls  do  not  enjoy  the  privilege  of  exterritoriality,  they 
become  domiciled,  for  most  purposes,  at  the  place  where  they 
reside  in  a  consular  capacity.  It  is  difficult,  however,  to  state 
a  rule  of  domicile  which  will  be  of  general  application  as  re- 
gards this  class  of  public  officers.  They  are  subject  to  the 
law  of  the  place  where  they  reside,  and  the  legality  of  their 
private  acts  is  determined  by  the  local  law.  If,  in  addition, 
they  are  subjects  of  the  state  in  which  they  are  resident  con- 
suls, they  differ  in  no  respect,  as  to  citizenship  or  domicile, 
from  other  citizens.  If,  on  the  contrary,  they  are  citizens  of 
the  state  which  they  represent  in  the  consular  capacity,  their 
residence  is  constrained,  and  their  domicile  is  unchanged.' 

{c.)  The  domicile  of  an  inferior  or  subordinate  person  is  that 
of  the  legal  superior.  Hence  the  domicile  of  the  wife  is  that 
of  the  husband ;  of  a  child,  that  of  the  father,  if  legitimate,  or 
of  the  mother,  if  illegitimate ;  of  a  ward,  that  of  the  guardian ; 
of  a  slave,  that  of  the  master ;  that  of  a  foundling  is  the  coun- 
try where  he  is  born  or  found.  A  change  in  the  domicile  of 
the  superior  produces  a  similar  change  in  the  domicile  of  the 
inferior  or  dependent  person.*  / 

{d.)  Save  in  the  case  of  the  reversion  to  the  domicile  of  origin, 
presently  to  be  explained,  domicile  once  acquired  is  presumed 
to  continue  until  it  is  shown  to  have  been  changed.*  Where 
such  change  of  domicile  is  alleged  the  burden  of  proving  it 
rests  upon  the  person  making  the  allegation.*    To  constitute 


'IV  Phillimore,  pp.  131-134;  I 
Halleck,  p.  371;  Dicey,  pp.  129- 
132;  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  47 ; 
Field.  Int.  Code,  §  302. 

•IV  Phillimore,  pp.  125-130; 
Dicey,  pp.  138-139;  Ennis  vs. 
Smith,  14  Howard,  400;  Field,  Int. 
Code,  S  302;  I  Twiss,  §  171. 

■,Dicey  on  Domicile,  pp.  S-7»  9^, 
97.  104-107;  Boyd's  Wheaton.  § 
151C;  I  Halleck,  pp.  362-368; 
IV  Phillimore,  pp.  61-100. 


*  Ennis  vs.  Smith,  14  Howard, 
400, 423  ;  Desmare  vs,  U.  S.  3  Otto, 
605;  Mitchell  vs.  U.  S.  21  Wallace, 
352;  Somerville  vs,  Somerville.  5 
Vesey.  787 ;  Harvard  Col.  vs.  Gore, 
5  Pickering.  370 ;  Wharton,  Con- 
flict of  Laws,  §  SS :  Boyd's  Wheaton, 
§§  151 B,  iSiE;  Dicey  on  Domicile, 
pp.  3.  8,  66, 

•Mitchell  vs.  U.  S.  21  Wallace, 
352;  Desmare  vs.  U.  S.  3  Otto. 
605;    Crookenden    vs.    Fuller,    i 
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the  new  domicile  two  things  are  indispensable :  First,  residence 
in  the  new  locality  ;  and,  second,  the  intention  to  remain  there. 
The  change  cannot  be  made  except  facto  et  aniino  ;  both  are 
alike  necessary.  Either  without  the  other  is  insufficient. 
Mere  absence  from  a  fixed  home,  however  long  continued,  can- 
not work  the  change ;  there  must  be  the  animus  to  change  the 
prior  domicile  for  another.  Until  the  new  one  is  acquired,  the 
old  one  remains.' 

(^.)  Domicile  is  always  presumed.  When  once  the  essential 
conditions  of  residence  and  intention  have  been  fulfilled  by  an 
individual,  and  when  the  facts  of  such  residence  have  been  es* 
tablished  by  competent  testimony,  a  court  is  bound  to  draw 
the  inference  that  the  intention  is  to  acquire  domicile.  This 
follows  from  the  rule  that  every  individual  is  presumed  to  have 
a  domicile.  If  his  residence  in  a  particular  place  has  been  such 
— in  point  of  character,  duration,  and  intention — as  to  conform 
to  the  conditions  already  stated,  that  place  becomes  his  domi- 
cile; if  he  is  a  mere  sojourner  in  a  foreign  country,  the  place 
of  his  birth  continues  to  be  his  domicile.* 

(/.)  As  domicile  may  be  freely  chosen,  so  may  it  be  relin- 
quished, or  changed,  at  the  will  of  the  individual.  To  effect 
such  a  change  it  is  only  necessary  for  him  to  fulfil,  in  another 
place,  the  legal  conditions  of  domicile  as  to  residence  or  inten- 
tion. Domicile  follows  the  changed  conditions,  and  is  estab- 
lished as  a  fact  whenever  its  essential  conditions  are  perfected 
or  complied  with  in  the  place  of  residence. , 

The  rules  of  domicile  are  of  importance  because  they  largely 
determine  the  status  of  an  individual  at  international  law. 
They  are  applied,  by  the  courts  of  all  civilized  states,  in  the 


Swabey  and  Tristram,  441 ;  Hodg- 
son vs,  De  Buchesne,  12  More, 
Privy  Council,  288. 

» Mitchell  vs.  U.  S.  21  Wallace, 
352;  Wharton,  Confl.  Laws,  §  55; 
Boyd's  Wheaton.  §  151D;  Dicey 
on  Domicile,  pp.  3,  4,  66,  74-91  ; 
I  Halleck,  pp.  362-368;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  f  151E. 

•  Desmare  vs.  U.  S.  3  Otto.  605 ; 


Mitchell  vs,  U.  S.  21  Wallace,  350; 
the  Francis,  8  Cranch,  335 ;  the 
Nereide,  9  Cranch,  388;  the 
Dos  Hertnanos,  2  Wheaton,  76; 
The  Friendschaft,  3  Wheaton,  14; 
Boyd's  Wheaton,!  151  E;  IVPhilli- 
more,  pp.  145-150,  151-203;  I  Hal- 
leck. pp.  363-368,  374-383;  Dicey 
on  Domicile,  pp.  8,  9,  86-96. 
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decision  of  cases  arising  in  private  international  law ;  and  they 
become  specially  important  in  time  of  war,  since  by  them  the 
character  of  an  individual  as  an  enemy  or  neutral  is  fixed  and 
determined.* 

Kinds  of  Domicile.  Three  kinds  of  domicile  are  recog- 
nized by  law :  * 

(i.)  Domicile  of  Origin.  This  coincides  with  citizenship  by 
birth  and  has  already  been  described.'     If  another  domicile 


'  Domicile  in  the  law  of  prize 
becomes  an  important  considera- 
tion, because  everv  person  is  to  be 
considered  in  such  proceedings  as 
belonging  to  that  country  where 
he  has  his  domicile,  whatever  may 
be  his  native  or  adopted  country. 
— The  William  Bagaley,  5  Wallace, 
377.  The  question  of  enemy  or 
friend  depends  upon  the  domicile. 
— The  Ann  Green,  i  Gallison,  274  ; 
the  Joseph,  Ibid.  545 ;  the  Francis, 
Ibid.  614  [618].  The  property  of  a 
commercial  house,  established  in 
the  enemy's  country,  is  subject  to 
seizure  and  condemnation  as  prize, 
though  some  of  the  partners  may 
have  a  neutral  domicile.  —  The 
Cheshire,  3  Wallace,  231.  Neutral 
friends,  or  even  citizens  who  re- 
main in  the  country  of  the  enemy, 
after  the  declaration  of  war,  have 
impressed  upon  them  so  much  the 
character  of  enemies  that  trading 
with  them  becomes  illegal,  and  all 
property  so  acquired  is  liable  to 
confiscation. — The  William  Baga- 
ley,  5  Wallace,  377  [405].  Goods, 
the  property  of  merchants  actually 
domiciled  in  the  enemy's  country 
at  the  breaking  out  of  a  war,  are 
subject  to  capture  and  confiscation 
as  prize.— The  Mary  and  Susan,  i 
Wheaton,  46. 

•  IV  Phillimore.  pp.  151 -163;  I 
Halleck,  p.  362;  Dicey  on  Domi- 
cile, pp.  4,  5:  Boyd's  Wheaton,  § 
1 51c. 

*  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  2C-31 ;  Ibid, 
pp.  S^-^*  1 51-163;  I  Halleck,  pp. 


362.  374,  375 ;  Boyd's  Wheaton, 
§  151C.  A  naturalized  citizen  who, 
in  time  of  peace,  returns  to  his 
native  country  for  the  purpose  of 
trade,  but  witn  the  intention  of  re- 
turning again  to  his  adopted  coun- 
try, continuing  in  the  former  a  year 
after  the  knowledge  of  the  exist- 
ence of  war  between  the  two  coun- 
tries for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
a  complicated  business,  and  engag- 
ing in  no  new  commercial  trans- 
actions whatever  with  the  enemy, 
and  actually  returning  to  his  adopt- 
ed country  in  a  little  more  than  a 
year  after  his  first  knowledge  of  the 
war.  is  to  be  considered  as  having 
gained  a  domicile  in  his  native 
country,  and  his  goods,  captured 
after  the  war,  liable  to  condemna- 
tion.— The  Frances,  8  Cranch,  335. 
Goods,  the  property  of  merchants 
actually  domiciled  m  the  enemy's 
country  at  the  breaking  out  of  war, 
are  subject  to  capture  and  con- 
fiscation as  prize. — The  Mary  and 
Susan,  I  Wheaton.  46.  Where  a 
native  citizen  of  the  United  States 
emigrated  before  a  declaration  of 
war  to  a  neutral  country,  there  ac- 
quired a  domicile,  and  afterward 
returned  to  the  United  States  dur- 
ing the  war  and  re -acquired  his 
native  domicile,  he  became  a  re- 
dintegrated American  citizen ;  and 
could  not  &herwa,Td,Jlagran/eMlo, 
acquire  a  neutral  domicile  by  again 
emigrating  to  his  adopted  country. 
—  The  Dos  Nermanos,  2  Wheaton, 
76.     The  native  character  does  not 
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be  acquired,  and  subsequently  lost,  the  domicile  of  origin  is 
said  to  revert.* 

(2.)  Domicile  of  Choice,  This  is  the  civil  status  that  is  ac- 
quired by  an  individual  as  a  consequence  of  residence  in  a 
place,  other  than  that  of  his  birth,  with  the  intention  of  re- 
maining.' 

(3.)  Domicile  by  Operation  of  Lazv.  This  status  results  when 
a  dependent  person  passes  under  the  control  of  a  legal  supe- 
rior. Such  is  the  case  with  the  domicile  of  a  woman  at  mar- 
riage, or  of  a  child  at  adoption,  or  when  an  illegitimate  child  is 
legitimated  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  place  where  such 
legitimation  occurs.'  The  domicile  of  dependent  persons,  thus 
created  by  operation  of  law,  may  change  when  the  condition 
of  dependency  is  terminated ;  the  domicile  of  the  wife,  for 
example,  may  be  changed  after  the  death  of  her  husband ;  as 
may  that  of  an  infant  upon  attaining  his  majority  ;  or  that  of 
a  person  under  constraint,  when  the  legal  constraint  is  removed, 
as  when  a  person  in  the  military  or  naval  service  is  discharged 
and  thereby  resumes  his  freedom  of  choice  in  respect  to  move- 
ment, residence,  and  occupation. 

Passports.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  citizenship  of  an  in- 
dividual, when  drawn  in  question  in  a  foreign  country,  is 
proved  by  documentary  evidence  of  allegiance.  This  evidence 
is  contained  in  passports,  and  3,  passport  or  certificate  of  origin 
may  be  defined  as  a  written  instrument,  issued  by  the  author- 
ity of  the  state  for  the  identification  and  protection  of  its 
citizens  when  travelling  abroad,  and  containing :  first,  a  certifi- 


revert  by  the  mere  return  to  his 
native  country  of  a  mefx:hant  who 
is  domiciled  in  a  neutral  country 
at  the  time  of  capture ;  who  after- 
ward leaves  his  commercial  estab- 
lishment in  the  neutral  country  to 
be  conducted  by  his  clerks  in  his 
absence ;  who  visits  his  native  coun- 
try merely  on  mercantile  business, 
and  intends  to  return  to  his  adopt- 
ed country.  Under  these  circum- 
stances the  neutral  domicile  still 


continues.  —  The  Friendschaft,  3 
Wheaton,  14. 

>  I  Halleck,  pp.  374.  475 1  Dicey, 
pp.  86-96;  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  54-57 ; 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  151C. 

'  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  145-226  ;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  362-367;  Dicey,  pp. 
73-86;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  151 D- 

•  Dicey,  pp.  96-109;  IV  Philli- 
more,  pp.  61-100;  I  Halleck,  pp. 
368-371. 


164  THE   ELEMENTS   OP   INTERNATIONAL   LAW 

cate  of  the  citizenship  of  the  bearer  or  holder;  and,  second, 
formal  permission  for  such  citizen  to  leave  the  state  of  his 
allegiance.  They  are  issued  under  such  regulations  and 
restrictions  as  the  state  may  see  fit  to  impose,  and  bear,  as 
a  rule,  the  seal  of  the  state  under  whose  authority  they 
have  been  issued.  When  lawfully  issued  they  constitute 
evidence  of  identity  and  nationality  when  a  question  of 
citizenship  arises  in  a  country  other  than  that  of  the  in- 
dividual who  produces  them.  They  are  obtained  upon 
application  duly  made  in  behalf  of  the  individual  desiring 
them,  such  application  being  supported  by  evidence  of  the 
birth  or  naturalization  of  the  applicant.^ 

Issue  of  Passports  in  the  United  States.  In  the  United 
States  passports  are  issued  by  the  State  Department,  or  by 
such  diplomatic  and  consular  officers  as  the  President  may 
designate,  and  under  such  rules  as  he  may  prescribe.  The 
officers  who  are  entitled,  by  law,  to  issue  them  are  vested 
with  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  may  decline  to  furnish 

• 

*  The  law  and  practice  of  the  of  Congress  of  June  29,  1906,  are 

United  States  touching  issuance  of  the   following:    an    applicant,    if 

passports  is  comprehensively  treat-  over  eighteen  years  of  age,  may 

ed  in  the  official  publication  en-  execute  a  declaration  of  intention 

titled    "Compilation   of    Certain  (First  Paper)  on  arrivsil;  two  years 

Departmental  Circulars  Relating  to  must  elapse  after  execution  of  the 

Citizenship,  Registration  of  Ameri-  declaration,  and  the  applicant  must 

can  Citizens,  Issuance  of  Passports,  have  been  five  years  in  the  United 

etc."    (Washington,    191 5).    The  States  before  executing  a  Petition 

special  topic  of  Protection  of  Na-  for  Naturalization  (Second  Paper), 

tive  Americans  Residing  Abroad  a  necessary   preliminary  to   this 

is  covered  in  an  instruction  to  dip-  being  the   Certificate  of  Arrival 

lomatic     stn<}     consular     officers  obtained  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Court 

issued  July  26,  1910.     Citizenship  where  naturalization  is  applied  for, 

and  Naturalization  are  subjects  of  and  which  is  issued  by  the  Bureau 

peculiar   interest    in   the    United  of  Naturalization;    the  applicant 

States  owing  to  the  varied  aspects  must  now  be  twenty-one  years  of 

of  our  population:    aliens,  Indians  age  and  must  pass  an  examination 

emerging  from  tribal  status,  aliens  in  the  Court  where  he  applies  for 

of  the  classes  excluded  from  be-  his  final  Certificate  of  Citizenship, 

coming  citizens,  aliens  whe  have  Prior  service  in  the  United  States 

declared  their  intention  to  become  Army,   Navy,   Marine  Corps,  or 

citizens  and  who  may,  therefore,  Merchant    Marine    shortens    the 

vote  in  some  states.    The  steps  foregoing  periods, 
in  attaining  citizenship  under  Act 
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them  to  persons  as  to  whose  right  to  them  there  is  arty 
doubt. 

The  term  passport,  or  sea-letter,  is  also  applied  to  a 
similar  instrument  issued  in  behalf  of  the  owner  of  a  vessel 
and  certifying  to  his  nationality  as  well  as  to  the  registry 
of  the  ship.  The  term  **  sea-letter "  relates  rather  to  the 
cargo;  the  term  ''passport,*'  when  used  in  this  connection, 
having  to  do  with  the  nationality  of  the  vessel  and  the 
citizenship  of  its  owner.  "^ 

12 


CHAPTER  V 

EXTRADITION 

The  Right  of  Criminal  Jurisdiction.  The  right  of  a  state 
to  try  and  punish  offenders  for  crimes  committed  within  its 
territorial  limits  is  indisputable,  being  an  essential  incident  of 
its  sovereignty.  It  matters  not  by  whom  such  offences  have 
been  committed,  for  all  persons,  whether  citizens  or  aliens, 
are,  in  this  regard,  subject  to  the  law  of  the  state  in  which 
they  may  be  at  any  time;  the  presumption  being  that,  by 
entering  the  territory  of  a  state,  they  voluntarily  submit  them- 
selves to  the  operation  of  its  laws.  They  are  also  presumed 
to  know  those  laws,  and  a  plea  of  ignorance  as  to  their  re- 
quirements will  not  shield  them  from  the  consequences  of 
disobedience.  Nor  can  an  individual  claim  the  protection 
of  his  own  government  in  any  course  of  action  which  is 
opposed  to  the  law  of  the  state  in  which  he  is  sojourning. 
He  can  demand  such  protection,  as  of  right,  only  when  his 
behavior  has  been  correct,  and  his  conduct  in  all  respects 
lawful. 

Duty  of  a  State  as  to  Crimes  Committed  Abroad.  The 
duty  of  a  state  to  assist  other  states  in  the  execution  of  their 
criminal  laws  is  less  generally  conceded.  Some  writers  have 
maintained  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  every  state  to  refuse 
asylum  to,  and  upon  proper  application  to  deliver  up,  all  per- 
sons charged  with  crimes  of  excessive  atrocity,  or  which  affect 
the  peace  and  security  of  society.*     The  contrary  view,  that 

>  Chancellor  Kent  advocates  this  est  principles  of  justice. — I  Kent, 

view  and,  after  citing  authorities  in  Holmes  ed.  p.  37.     The  contrary 

its  support,  gives  it  as  his  opinion  view,  however,  that  extradition  can 

that  it  is  based  upon  the  plain-  only  be  had  in  pursuance  of  treaty 
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extradition  is  a  matter  of  comity,  or  treaty  stipulation,  has 
been  as  ably  maintained,  and  is  now  more  generally  accepted 
by  text  writers  of  authority,'  and  sanctioned  by  the  usage  of 
nations. 

Surrender  by  Comity  and  Treaty.  The  practice  of  re- 
fusing asylum  to  foreign  criminals,  and  of  surrendering  them 
through  comity,  prevails  to  a  considerable  extent  on  the  con- 
tinent of  Europe.  In  England  and  the  United  States  the  al- 
most invariable  practice  has  been  to  surrender  criminals  only 
in  accordance  with  treaty  stipulations.    While  no  positive  rule 


stipulations  is  the  one  now  general- 
ly accepted. — I  Hatteck,  chap.  vii. 
§28;  lTwiss,§237.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  law  of  nations,  as  ex- 
plained by  the  usage  and  practice 
of  the  most  respectable  among 
them,  which  imposes  on  us  any 
obligation  to  deliver  up  fu^^itives 
from  foreign  justice. — I  Opinions  of 
Attorney-General,  p.  S^i-  The  in- 
ternational extradition  of  fugitives 
from  justice  is  a  duty  of  comity, 
not  of  strict  rieht. — Wing's  case.  VI 
Opinions  of  Attorney- General,  p. 
85,  Cushincr  (18C3).  It  is  the  settled 
policy  of  the  tfnited  States  not  to 
make  such  extradition,  excep»t  in 
virtue  of  express  stipulations  to 
that  effect.  Hence  the  United 
States  ought  not  to  ask  for  extra- 
dition in  any  cases  as  an  act  of 
mere  comity. — Ibid.  According  to 
the  practice  of  the  Executive  De- 
partments, the  President  is  not 
deemed  to  be  authorized  to  order 
the  delivery  of  fugitives  from  jus- 
tice in  the  absence  of  any  express 
provision  by  treaty. — III  Opinions 
of  Attorney-General,  p.  661.  A  for- 
eign government  has  no  right,  by 
the  law  of  nations,  to  demand  of 
the  Government  of  the  United 
States  a  surrender  of  a  citizen  or 
subject  of  such  forei^  country  who 
has  committed  a  crime  in  his  own 
country,  and  is  afterwards  found 
within  the  limits  of  thd  United 


States.  It  is  a  right  which  has  no 
existence  without,  and  can  only  be 
secured  by,  a  treaty  stipulation. — 
Case  of  Jos6  Ferreira  dos  Santos, 
II  Brockenbrough.  493. 

*  Hall,  pp.  59.  §0 ;  Bar,  p.  17,  and 
pp.  623-625,  685-686,  702-737. 
Case  of  Carl  VogL  —  The  extradi- 
tion of  Carl  Vogt.  who  was  charged 
with  burglary,  robbery,  and  murder, 
committed  in  Belgium,  was  asked 
of  the  United  States  by  the  Bel- 
G^ian  Government  in  1073;  there 
being  no  extradition  treaty  with 
that  power,  his  surrender  was  re- 
quested on  the  ground  of  comity. 
After  prolonged  consideration  of 
the  request  the  Belgian  minister 
was  advised  that  Vogt's  surrender, 
as  an  act  of  comity,  was  impossi- 
ble on  the  ground  that  "  the  au- 
thority of  the  Executive  to  abridge 
personal  liberty  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  to 
surrender  a  fugitive  from  justice  in 
order  that  he  may  be  taken  away 
from  their  jurisdiction,  is  derived 
from  statutes  of  Congress,  which 
confer  that  power  only  in  cases 
where  the  United  States  are  bound 
by  treaty  to  surrender  such  fugi- 
tives, and  have  a  reciprocal  right  to 
claim  similar  surrender  from  an- 
other power." — United  States  For- 
eign Relations,  1873,  part  i.  p.  81 ; 
see  also  XI V  Opinions  of  Attorney- 
General,  p.  281. 
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can  be  laid  down  upon  this  subject,  It  may,  perhaps,  be  said 
that  extradition  by  comity  is  more  common  among  states  hav- 
ing strongly  centralized  governments,  than  in  those  in  which 
representative  institutions  are  so  firmly  established  as  to  con- 
stitute an  efficient  check  upon  the  executive  branch  of  the 
government,  and  where  restrictions  upon  personal  liberty  are 
not  readily  tolerated.* 

Difference  of  View  as  to  Criminal  Jurisdiction.  The 
views  as  to  criminal'  jurisdiction  which  prevail  in  different 
states  vary  considerably,  and  depend,  in  any  particular  state, 
partly  upon  its  constitution  and  partly  upon  the  source  from 
which  it  derives  its  system  of  law. .  In  England  and  the  Unit- 
ed States,  where  the  common  law  prevails,  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion is  regarded  as  strictly  territorial.  Crimes  are  tried  and 
punished  at  the  place  of  their  commission,  and  criminal  courts 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  offences  committed  beyond,  or  out- 
side of,  certain  territorial  limits,  which  are  exactly  defined  in 
the  laws  which  create  them.  These  states,  therefore,  are  will- 
ing to  surrender  criminals  who  have  taken  refuge  within  their 
borders,  even  when  they  are  subjects  of  the  surrendering  state. 
They  object  to  such  surrender  only  when  the  offence  is  of  a 
political  character,  when  the  definitions  of  crime  in  the  de- 
manding state  are  much  stricter  than  their  own,  or  when  the 
forms  of  trial  are  such  as  to  be  regarded  as  unjust,  or  unfair, 
when  judged  by  their  own  standards  of  criminal  procedure. 
Among  the  Continental  states  of  Europe,  and  in  those  of 
Central  and  South  America,  whose  systems  of  jurisprudence 
are  largely  based  upon  the  Roman  law,  a  different  view  of 
jurisdiction  prevails.  The  law  of  the  state  is  presumed  to 
follow  a  subject  wherever  he  may  go,  and  to  control  and  regu- 
late his  actions  and  conduct  to  the  same  extent  abroad  as  at 
home.     Their  criminal  courts,  therefore,  have  power  in  cer- 

*  See  note  i  to  page  167.    Spain  charged  with  forgery  and  embezzle- 

surrendered    one  Tweed,  a   lugi-  ment,  and  was  surrendered  on  con- 

tive    from    justice    in    the   State  dition    that  his  case  was  not  to 

of  New  York,  in  1876.  and  Japan  constitute  a  precedent.     See  also 

surrendered   one   Calvin    Pratt,  Foreign  Relations  of  th^  United 

through  CQmity,  in  1S85.   Pratt  was  Suttes,  1878,  p.  560. 
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tain  cases  to  try  the  case  if  the  person  of  the  oflFender  is 
subject  to  their  jurisdiction,  and  so  can  punish  a  subject 
after  his  return  home,  for  a  crime  committed  abroad.  These 
states,  therefore,  while  they  will  surrender  foreign  criminals 
who  have  escaped  to  their  territory,  hesitate,  and  often  de- 
cline, to  surrender  their  own  subjects  for  crimes  committed 
abroad/ 


>  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §|  132, 133 ; 
I  Twiss,  §§  240-242 ;  Walker,  Sci. 
Int.  Law,  pp.  232-238;  Kltiber,  § 
66 ;  Heffter,  §  63.  "  Three  causes 
have  operated,  during  the  present 
century,  to  diminish  extra-terri- 
torial pretensions  in  criminal  mat- 
ters: (i)  The  growth  of  the  idea  of 
nationality  and  of  equality;  (2)  the 
development  and  extension  of  com- 
mercial intercourse;  (3)  the  more 
general  recognition  and  perform- 
ance, by  independent  states,  of 
their  rights  and  duties  under  inter- 
national law.  The  first  cause  has 
operated  to  produce  a  clearer  ap- 
prehension of  the  objects  of  na- 
tional existence,  and  of  the  bounds 
of  national  authority;  the  second 
has  rendered  more  apparent  the  ne- 
cessity of  personal  immunity  from 
vexatious  and  unjust  prosecutions 
under  foreign  and  unknown  laws; 
the  third  has  made  governments 
more  ready  to  abandon  assump- 
tions of  authority  which  infringe 
the  rights  of  other  soverei|;n  pow- 
.  ers.  The  infliction  of  punishment 
involves  an  exercise  of  power,  and 
power  implies  subjection.  This 
principle  holds  good  in  public  as 
well  as  in  private  affairs.  The  pun- 
ishment by  one  state  of  the  citizen 
of  another  state  for  an  act  for  which 
he  is  solely  answerable  to  the  laws 
of  the  latter,  or  even  for  an  act  for 
which  he  was  not  answerable  to 
the  laws  of  the  former,  is  a  public 
wron^.  For  a  nation  to  bold  its 
penal  laws  to  be  binding  on  all  per- 
sons within  the  territory  of  another 


state,  is  to  assert  a  right  of  sover* 
eignty  over  the  latter,  and  to  im- 
pair its  independence.  A  state 
may,  if  it  see  fit,  tie  its  criminal  law 
about  the  neck  of  its  citizen,  and 
hold  him  answerable  for  its  vio- 
lation everywhere.  But  even  this 
power  of  control  has  its  limitations. 
For  the  citizen  so  bound  is,  never- 
theless, not  exempt  from  obedience 
to  the  law  of  the  place  where  he 
may  be,  and  it  would  be  no  defence 
to  a  chars^e  of  having  violated  it  to 
say  that  the  act  complained  of  was 
required  by  the  penal  law  of  his 
own  country.  The  local  allegiance 
would  be  paramount;  his  double 
allegiance  would  be  his  misfortune, 
for  relief  from  which  he  could  ap- 
peal to  the  mercies  of  his  own  gov- 
ernment alone.  When  a  man  in 
his  own  country  violates  its  laws, 
he  is  answerable,  for  his  miscon- 
duct, to  those  laws  alone;  and  it  is 
his  right  to  be  tried  under  them, 
and  in  accordance  with  the  meth- 
ods of  procedure  which  they  pre- 
scribe. To  say  that  he  may  be  an- 
swerable to  another  law,  because 
the  person  he  attacks  is  a  foreigner, 
would,  in  principle,  subject  him  in 
his  own  country  to  a  dual,  but  to 
an  indefinite,  responsibility.  Such 
a  pretension  is  an  assertion,  not 
only  of  an  imperium  in  zmperio,  but 
of  imperia  in  imperio.  It  would 
expose  citizens  and  all  other  per- 
sons in  the  United  States  to  liabil- 
ity to  as  many  penal  systems  as 
there  happened  to  be  nationalities 
represented  in  the  foreign  popula- 
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The  Cutting  Case.  Although  this  case  is,  in  strictness,  an  ex- 
ample of  the  interposition  of  a  state  to  protect  its  citizens 
abroad,  it  illustrates,  at  the  same  time,  an  important  difference 
which  now  exists,  as  to  the  right  of  a  state  to  punish  acts,  in 
violation  of  its  laws,  committed  not  only  beyond  its  boundaries, 
but  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  another  state.  Cutting 
was  an  American  citizen,  apd  a  resident  of  El  Paso,  in  the  State 
of  Texas,  where  he  was  engaged  in  the  publication  of  the  Cen- 
tinela,  a  weekly  newspaper.  In  June,  1886,  Cutting  published 
an  article  defamatory  of  one  Medina,  a  Mexican  citizen.  He 
afterward  crossed  the  Rio  Grande  into  Mexican  territory,  where 
he  was  arrested  on  a  charge  of  criminal  libel,  in  violation  of 
paragraph  186  of  the  Mexican  Penal  Code,  a  statute  which, 
under  certain  conditions,  confers  jurisdiction  upon  the  crim- 
inal courts  of  that  state  to  try  offences  against  citizens  of  Mex- 
ico committed  by  foreigners  in  foreign  territory.  Mr.  Cutting 
was  brought  before  a  local  criminal  court,  and  required  to  sign 
a  '' reconciliacion,"  an  instrument  peculiar  to  Mexican  juris- 
prudence, which  operated  as  a  settlement  between  the  parties, 
in  consideration  of  which  the  aggrieved  party  abandoned  fur- 
ther criminal  proceedings.  Cutting  then  returned  to  the  United 
States,  where  he  published  a  card  in  the  Centinela^  in  which  he 
reiterated  his  former  charges,  and  added  others,  in  which  he 
characterized  Medina's  action  as  contemptible  and  cowardly. 
Returning  to  Mexican  territory  on  June  23d,  he  was  again  ar- 
rested, presumably  on  the  same  charge.  His  trial,  which  re- 
sulted in  a  convictio^n,  was  completed  on  August  /th,  and  he 
was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  at  hard  labor  for  one  year,  in 
addition  to  which  a  fine  of  $600  was  imposed,  and,  in  default 
of  payment,  his  confinement  at  hard  labor  was  to  continue  for 
a  further  period  of  one  hundred  days.  The  case  was  carried,  by 
way  of  appeal,  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  State  of  Chihuahua, 


tion.    Every  fresh  accession  to  that  statement  of  such  a  proposition  is 

population  would  extend  the  oper-  a  sufficient  refutation  of  it."— For- 

ation,  and  potentially  increase  the  eign  Relationsof  the  United  States, 

varietjf  of  foreign  penal  systems  in  1S87,  pp.  839,  840. 
force  in  this  country.    The  mere 
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where  the  sentence  of  the  lower  court  was  affirmed,  but  the 
prisoner  was  released  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had 
withdrawn  from  the  prosecution  of  the  suit. 

.  As  the  act  of  pqbUcation  had  taken  place  within  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  the  United  States,  the  American  minister 
to  Mexico  wa3  instructed,  on  July  igthito  demand  the  instant 
release  of  Mr.  Cutting,  upon  the  ground  that  the  offence  had 
been  committed  in  a  place  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  Mexico, 
and  the  assumption  of  the  Mexican  tribunal  to  punish  a  citi- 
zen of  the  United  States  for  an  offence  against  the  law  of 
Mexico,  wholly  committed  and  consummated  in  his  own  coun- 
try, was  an  invasion  of  the  sovereignty  and  independence  of 
the  United  States.  The  Mexican  Government  contended  that 
the  act  of  its  tribunal  was  justified  by  the  rules  of  interna* 
tional  law,  and  that  the  question  of  determining  whether  the 
case  was  triable  in  Mexico,  or  not,  was  one  which  was  to  be 
decided  by  the  courts  of  that  state.  The  Mexican  minister 
does  not  seem  to  have  relied,  chiefly,  if  at  all,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  publication  of  the  libel  in  Mexico  would  have  operated 
to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  its  courts  to  try  the  case,  but  rested 
his  argument  upon  the  grounds  above  stated.  The  correct* 
ness  of  the  views  advanced  by  the  Mexican  Foreign  Office  was 
denied  by  the  United  States,  and  its  demand  was  persisted  in. 
The  case  terminated  with  the  release  of  Mr.  Cutting  under  the 
decision  rendered  by  the  court  of  appeals. 

The  affair  illustrates  the  difference  of  view,  in  respect  to  the 
power  to  punish  crime,  which  exists  between  states  whose  legal 
systems  are  based  upon  the  Roman  law,  and  those  whose  juris- 
prudence is  derived  from  the  common  law ;  the  view  of  the 
former  being  that  a  state  has  power  to  punish  the  offence, 
wherever  committed,  whenever  the  offender  is  found  within  its 
jurisdiction ;  the  latter,  on  the  other  hand,  regard  jurisdiction 
to  punish  crime  as  strictly  territorial  in  character,  and  that  an 
offence  can  only  be  lawfully  tried  and  punished  in  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  in  which  it  was  committed.  The  common 
law  view  of  the  matter  is  supported  by  the  principles  of  inter- 
national law,  as  those  principles  are  now  generally  accepted 
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and  understood.  If  a  state  is  sovereign  and  independent 
within  its  territorial  limits — a  doctrine  that  lies  at  the  basis  of 
the  law  of  nations — the  right  to  try  and  punish  crimes,  com- 
mitted within  its  territory,  is  an  essential  attribute  of  sov- 
ereignty, and  the  attempt  to  try  such  oiTences  in  an  alien  ju- 
risdiction is  an  invasion  of  such  sovereignty  to  the  extent  of 
the  jurisdiction  exercised  in  the  particular  caset' 

As  a  result  of  increased  international  intercourse,  and  with 
the  rapid  extension  of  commerce  which  has  taken  place  in  re- 
cent times,  each  group  of  nations  has  found  it  necessary  to 
modify,  to  some  extent,  its  peculiar  view  of  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion. All  modern  nations  punish  the  crime  of  piracy,  wherever 
committed ;  and  most  of  them  punish  their  own  subjects  for 
engaging  in  the  slave-trade.  England  and  the  United  States 
punish  many  crimes  committed  by  their  subjects  beyond  their 
territorial  jurisdiction,  especially  on  the  high  seas.  On  the 
other  hand,  many  Continental  states  find  it  no  longer  necessary 
to  assert  so  extensive  a  jurisdiction,  in  criminal  matters,  as  is 
warranted  by  their  legal  systems.  Jurisdiction  over  many  of- 
fences of  small  importance,  amounting  to  misdemeanors  at 
common  law,  is  now  generally  abandoned  by  them,  and  crimes 
of  a  more  serious  character  are  triable  only  on  complaint  of 
the  injured  party,  when  both  have  come  within  their  terri- 
torial jurisdiction.  Most  states,  however,  punish  crimes  against 
the  state;  such  as  treason,  counterfeiting,  etc.,  wherever  com- 
mitted, when  the  person  of  the  criminal  is  found  within  their 
jurisdiction.* 


>  For  the  correspondence  In  this 
case,  see  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1886,  pp.  691-707; 
1887,  Ibid.  pp.  751-867;  1888,  Ibid, 
pp.  1113,1189^1199, 1201.  Foran  ex- 
haustive report  on  the  questions  of 
international  law  involved,  see  the 
Report  on  Extraterritorial  Crime, 
by  J .  Bassett  Moore,  Assistant  Sec- 
retary of  State,  For.  Rel.  of  the  U. 
S.  1887,  pp.  757-^67;  see  also  vol. 
XX.  Revue  de  Droit  International, 
pp.  S59-5775  ^x"-  l*>*d.  pp.  234-250. 


*The  following  summary  of  the 
practice  of  the  principal  states  of 
the  world,  in  respect  to  the  punish- 
ment of  offences  committed  abroad, 
is  extracted  from  the  report  of  As- 
sistant Secretary  Moore  in  the  Cut- 
ting case : 

"  Foreigners  are  punished  who, 
outside  ofthe  national  territory  and 
jurisdiction,  commit  offences: 

"  (i)  Against  the  safety  of  the 
state;  (a)  By  France.  Germany,  Aus- 
tria, Hungary,  Italy,  Luxembourg, 


EXTRADITION 


»73 


Extradition.  The  term  extradition  is  applied  to  the  legal 
process  by  which  one  sovereign  state,  in  compliance  with  a 
formal  demand,  surrenders  to  another  state,  for  trial,  the  per- 
son of  a  criminal  who  has  sought  refuge  within  its  territory/ 


the  Netherlands,  Norway,  Russia, 
Sweden,  Greece,  Brazil,  Spain, 
Switzerland;  (b)  not  ^nished  by 
Denmark,  Great  Britain,  Portugal. 

"(2)  Counterfeiting  seals  of  the 
state,  national  moneys  having  cir^ 
culation,  national  papers  or  bank 
bills  authorized  by  law  /  (a)  Pun- 
ished by  France,  Germany,  Austria, 
Belgium,  Hungary,  Italy,  Lux- 
embourg, the  Netherlands,  Nor- 
way, Sweden,  Greece,  Brazil,  Spain, 
Switzerland  ;  (b)  Not  punished  by 
Denmark,  Great  Britain,  Portu- 
gal. 

"(3)  Other  offences:  (a)  General 
jurisdiction  of  offences  committed 
abroad,  by  foreigners  against  sub- 
jects, is  claimed  by  Greece  and 
Russia ;  (b)  Such  of!ences  are  pun- 
ished by  Sweden  and  Norway,  if 
the  King  orders  the  prosecution; 
(c)  Crimes,  but  not  elelits,  committed 
by  foreigners  in  another  state  are 
punished  by  Austria,  provided  that 
(except  in  the  case  of  crimes,  speci- 
fied under  i  and  2),  an  offer  of  sur- 
render of  the  accused  person  has 
first  been  made  to  the  state  in  which 
the  crime  has  been  committed,  and 
has  been  refused  by  it :  (d)  criminal 
offences  committed  abroad  by  for- 
eigners are  punished  by  Hungary, 
if  the  minister  of  justice  orders  the 
prosecution,  provided  the  act  is 
punishable  at  the  place  of  commis- 
sion, that  it  has  not  ceased  to  be 
punishable  there,  and  that  the  com- 
petent authority  does  not  under- 
take to  punish  it ;  (e)  criminal  of- 
fences, committed  by  foreigners, 
against  Italians  in  another  state, 
are  punished  by  Italy,  but  only 
when  (except  in  the  cases  under  i 
and  2)  an  offer  of  surrender  of  the 
person  accused  has  been  made  to 


the  state  in  which  the  crime  was 
committed, and  has  been  refused  by 
it,  unless  the  crime  was  committed 
within  three  miles  of  the  frontier, 
or  stolen  property  has  been  brought 
into  the  kingdom;  (f)  non-bailable 
offences,  committed  abroad  by  for- 
eigners, are  punished  by  Brazil,  if 
the  prosecution  is  authorized  by 
the  government,  and  the  laws  of  the 
criminal's  country  punish  foreigners 
in  like  cases;  (g)  criminal  offences, 
committed  outside  of  the  state,  by 
foreigners  against  citizens  or  sub- 
jects, are  not  punished,  under  any 
conditions,  by  France,  Germany, 
Belgium,  Denmark,  Great  Britain, 
Luxembourg,  the  Netherlands,  Por- 
tugal, Spain,  or  Switzerland."* 

*  I  Moore  on  Extradition,  §  i; 
Spear,  Ibid.  pp.  70,  71;  Heffter,  § 
63;  Kltiber,  $  66;  Bluntschti,  §§ 
394-401 ;  Lawrence.  Int.  Law,  §  132 ; 
Pomeroy,  §  198;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap, 
vi. §§ 75-77;  Dana's Wheaton,§  181, 
note  73;  Walker,  Science  of  Int. 
Law,  pp.  232-238. 

■Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States,  1887,  pp.  757-867.  In  the  case 
of  the  United  States  vs.  Arjona.  decided 
by  the  Supreme  Court  in  1886,  it  was 
held  ihat  the  counterfeiting  of  foreign 
securities,  whether  nationu  or  corpo- 
rate, which  have  been  put  out  under  the 
sanction  of  public  authority  at  home, 
especially  the  counterfeiting  of  bank 
notes  and  bank  bills,  is  an  offence  against 
the  law  of  nations;  and  that,  conse- 
quently, the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  has  authority,  under  its  constitu- 
tional power  to  provide  for  the  punish- 
ment of  offences  against  the  laws  of  na- 
tions, to  enact  laws  to  punish  the  for- 
eign counterfeiting  of  foreign  securities 
in  the  United  States. — United  States  vs, 
Arjona,  1 20  U.  S.  479. 
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Methods  of  Extradition.  Extradition  may  be  effected  in 
three  ways:  ist.  By  treaty;  2d.  Ii\  accordance  with  authority 
conferred  by  municipal  law;  3d.  By  comity. 

Few  extradition  treaties  were  in  existence  at  the  beginning 
of  this  century,  and  most  of  those  now  in  force  have  been  ne- 
gotiated within  the  last  thirty  years.  Their  number  is  steadi- 
ly increasing,  and  the  present  tendency  is  to  regulate  the 
surrendry  of  criminals  exclusively  in  accordance  with  their 
stipulations.  These  treaties  are  usually  construed  with  great 
strictness ;  the  list  of  criminal  offences  contained  in  the  body 
of  the  treaty  is  rigidly  adhered  to,  and  requests  for  the  extra- 
dition of  persons  charged  with  crimes  not  mentioned  in  such 
lists  are  almost  invariably  refused." 

Extraditable  Offences.  The  crimes  for  which  extradition 
may  be  requested  are  those  as  to  which  there  is  a  concurrence 
of  opinion  among  all  civilized  states  as  to  definition  and  pun- 
ishment, and,  also,  as  to  the  kind  and  amount  of  evidence  nec- 
essary to  secure  a  conviction.  Wherever  that  course  seems 
necessary,  they  are  accurately  defined  in  treaties.  Those  com- 
mon to  most  extradition  treaties  are,  arson,  assaults  of  an 
aggravated  character,  burglary,  counterfeiting,  embezzlement 
(cither  of  public  money,  by  public  officers,  or  by  persons  hired 
or  salaried),  forgery,  larceny,  murder,  piracy,  rape,  and  robbery. 

Request  for  Extradition,  by  whom  Made.  In  general  the 
request  for  extradition,  and  the  consequent  surrender,  are  acts 
of  high  sovereign  authority,  and  are  made  in  the  formal  diplo- 
matic way.*    In  the  extradition  treaty  between  the  United 


'  For  a  general  discussion  of  the 
subject^  see  vol.  xvii.  Revue  de 
Droit  Int.  p.  375;  xix.  Ibid.  p. 
545;  XX.  Ibid.  pp.  36,  54;  HalU  § 
«3.  PP-  59-61;  Bar.  §|  147-153;  1 
Phillimore,  §§  371-389- 

•To  justify  the  commencement 
of  process  in  extradition,  it  must 
appear  that  the  criminal  acts 
ctiarged  were  committed  within 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
demanding  government. — David's 
case.  VI ir  Opinions  of  Attorney- 


General,  p.  215,  Gushing  (1856). 
All  demands  of  international  ex- 
tradition must  emanate  from  the 
supreme  political  authority  of  the 
demanding  state. — VII  Opmions  of 
Attorney-General,  p.  6.  There  can 
be  no  actual  extradition  without 
proper  requisition  to  that  effect, 
addressed  by  the  foreign  govern- 
ment to  the  Secretary  of  State. 
—VIII  Ibid.  p.  240.  A  foreiffQ 
mandat  d'arrit,  setting  forth  toe 
offence  of  a  fugitive  from  the  jus- 
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States  and  Mexico,  however,  requests  for  extradition  may  be 
made  by  the  governors,  or  other  civil  authorities,  of  the  fron- 
tier states,  or,  in  case  the  civil  authority  is  suspended,  then 
through  the  military  officer  in  chief  command  of  such  state  or 
territory. 

Conditions  of  Extradition.  The  following  provisions  are 
included  in  most  treaties  and  statutes  on  the  subject  of  extra- 
dition : 

(a.)  The  more  serious  crimes  only,  amounting  to  felony  at 
common  law,  are  extraditable. 

(6.)  Those  crimes  only  are  extraditable  as  to  which  there  is 
a  general  agreement,  among  civilized  states,  in  the  matter  of 
definition,  proof,  and  punishment. 


tice  of  a  foreign  countiy,  within 
the  terms  of  any  treaty  of  extradi- 
tion, such  mandai,  coming  through 
the  proper  political  channel,  is  suf- 
ficient foundation  for  the  issue  of 
the  President's  warrant  authoriz- 
ing the  institution  of  proceedings 
before  the  Judicial  authorities  of 
the  United  States. — Sucillon'scase, 
VII  Ibid.  p.  285,  Gushing  (1855). 
A  mere  notification  by  the  local 
officer  of  a  foreign  fi;overnment  of 
the  escape  of  an  alleged  criminal 
is  not  sufficient  prima  facii  evi- 
dence of  a  case  to  justify  the  pre- 
liminary action  of  the  President. 
—  Maria  Theresa  Gcrk's  case, 
VII  Ibid.  p.  6,  Gushing  (1854). 
Any  competent  magistrate  may 
take  jurisdiction  of  a  question 
of  international  extradition  volun- 
tarily ;  that  is.  without  the  previous 
application  of  the  foreign  govern- 
ment, or  issue  of  the  preparatory 
letters  permissive  of  the  President. 
— Wetherwax's  case,  VIII  Ibid.  p. 
240,  Gushing  (1856).  A  commis- 
sioner for  the  United  States,  ap- 
pointed by  the  circuit  court,  is  a 
magistrate  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law  and  of  the  treaty  of  Wash- 
ington, and  as  such  has  power  to 


apprehend,  examine,  and  certify  as 
to  fugitives  from  justice.— IV  Ibid, 
p.  201.  A  requisition  for  a  fugi- 
tive is  not  necessary  to  a  prelimi- 
nary examination  upon  which  the 
evidence  of  criminality  is  to  be 
heard  and  considered,  but  with  a 
view  only  to  the  surrender,  after 
the  ascertainment  of  the  facts  show- 
ing the  party  charged  to  be  in  a 
condition  which  justifies  the  appre- 
hension and  commitment  for  trial 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  he  or  she  shall  be  found. — 
Ibid.  The  mode  of  procedure  in 
such  cases  is  the  preferment  of  a 
complaint  to  a  judge  or  magistrate, 
setting  out  the  offence  charged  on 
oath,  whereupon  the  judge  or  mag* 
istrate  may  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  person  accused. 
Upon  the  accused  being  brought 
before  the  judge  or  magistrate,  the 
latter  should  hear  and  consider  the 
evidence  of  criminality;  and  if  on 
such  hearing  the  evidence  be 
deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
charge,  the  same  should  be  certi- 
fied to  the  executive  authority, 
that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the 
surrender. — Ibid. 
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(c.)  The  sufficienqr  of  evidence  as  to  the  crime  for  which 
extradition  is  asked  is  determined,  in  a  majority  of  cases, 
by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which  the  criminal  has  taken 
refuge.* 

(d.)  A  state,  before  giving  effect  to  a  request  for  extradi- 
tion, will  punish  the  criminal  for  any  offence  which  he  may 
have  committed  against  its  own  municipal  laws. 

(e.)  Most  states  will  surrender  a  criminal  only  with  the  un- 
derstanding  that  he.  is  to  be  tried  for  the  crime  mentioned  in 
the  request  for  extradition,  and  for  no  other.* 

(/.)  Many  states,  for  a  reason  already  given,  decline  to  sur- 


'/»  re  Ezeta.  62  Fed.  Rep.  p. 
972.  A  fugitive  from  the  justice 
of  Great  Britain,  charged  with  the 
commission  of  the  crime  of  murder 
in  Scotland,  apprehended  in  the 
United  States,  and  examined  be- 
fore a  commissioner,  and  by  him 
certified  to  be  probably  guilty  on 
the  evidence  adduced,  should 
be  delivered  up  to  justice,  if  the 
evidence  upon  which  the  appli- 
cation is  founded  be  such  as.  ac- 
cording to  the  laws  of  the  place 
where  the  fugitive  shall  be  found, 
would  justify  his  or  her  apprehen- 
sion and  commitment  for  trial  if 
the  crime  had  there  been  commit- 
ted.—  Christiana  Cochrane's  case. 
IV  Opinions  of  Attorney-General, 
p.  201.  Nelson  (1843). 

*This  was  resolved  by  the  In- 
stitute of  International  Law  at  its 
Oxford  meeting  in  i88o.  The 
United  States  Supreme  Court  up- 
held the  same  principle  in  Raus- 
cher's  case  (119  U.  S.  407,  Dec. 
6,  1886),  which  arose  under, the 
treaty  of  August  9,  1842,  with 
Great  Britain  and  the  supple- 
mentary acts  of  Congress  of  Au- 
gust 12,  1848,  and  Mardi  3,  1869; 
the  treaty,  the  acts  of  Congress, 
and  the  proceedings  by  which  he 

was  extradited,  clothe  him  with  the 


right  to  exemption  from  trial  for 
any  other  offence  until  he  has 
had  an  opportunity  to  return  to 
the  country  from  which  he  was 
taken.  The  national  honor  also 
requires  that  good  faith  shall  be 
kept  with  the  country  which  sur- 
rendered him.  This  is  the  prev- 
alent rule  (v.  Liszt,  Volkerrecht, 
"335  Das  Auslieferungsverfahr- 
en").  In  the  leading  case  of 
Wright  vs.  Henkel,  decided  by 
the  U.  S.  Supreme  Court  June  1, 
1903  (190  U.  S.,  40-),  it  was  held 
that  "The  general  principle  of  in- 
ternational law  in  cases  of  extradi- 
tion is  that  the  act  on  account  of 
which  extradition  is  demanded 
must  be  a  crime  in  both  countries. 
As  to  the  offence  charged  in  the 
case,  this  applicable  treaty  em- 
bodies that  principle  in  terms  by 
requiring  it  to  be  made  criminal 
by  the  laws  of  both  countries.  If 
the  offence  charged  is  criminal  by 
the  laws  of  the  demanding  country 
and  by  the  laws  of  the  State  of  the 
United  States  in  which  the  alleged 
fugitive  is  found,  it  comes  within 
the  treaty  and  is  extraditable." 
(Referring  to  the  treaties  with 
Great  Britain,  August  9,  1842,  and 
July  12,  1889, 
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render  their  own  citizens,  or  subjects;  the  United  States 
has  recognized  a  contrary  rule.^ 

(g.)  Most  states  refuse  to  surrender  person  charged  with 
political  crimes.' 

(fe.)  Due  regard  being  had  to  differences  between  codes 
of  criminal  law  and  procedure,  crimes  can  best  be  tried  and 
punished  at  the  place  where  they  were  committed. 

Extradition  Treaties  of  the  United  States.  The  United 
States  has  thus  far  negotiated  over  fifty  extradition  treaties.' 
The  first  was  entered  into  in  1 794,  and  is  comprised  in  Arti- 
cle 27  of  Jay's  Treaty  with  England.  It  included  the 
crimes  of  murder  and  forgery  only,  and  contained  no  stipu- 
lation as  to  the  manner  in  which  persons,  charged  with 
either  of  these  crimes,  were  to  be  extradited.  No  legisla- 
tion was  had  by  Congress  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  that 
part  of  the  treaty  into  effect,  and,  as  it  was  not  self -execut- 
ing, it  was  held  to  be  legally  inoperative,  and  expired  by 
limitation  in  1806.^ 

>  Charlton  vs.  Kelly,  229  U.  S.  namely,  the  punishment  of  male- 

447  (June  10,  1913).  factors,  who  are  the  common  ene- 

*  Emigrants  and  exiles  for  cause  mies  of  all  society. — ^VII  Opinions 
of  political  difference  at  home  are  of  Attorney-General,  p.  536. 
entitled  to  asyltmi  in  this  country,  *  Thomas  Nash,  alias  Kobins,was 
but  not  malefactors;  on  the  con-  charged  with  having  committed 
trary,  theforeign  government  which  murder  on  board  the  Hermione, 
reclaims  its  fugitive  malefactors  is  a  British  war  vessel,  on  the  high 
serviceable  to  us  by  ridding  us  of  seas;  requisition  was  made  by  the 
the  intrusive  presence  of  crime. —  British  minister  for  the  delivery 
Sucillon's  case,  VII  Opinions  of  At-  of  the  offender  under  the  twenty- 
tomey-Gener^,  p.  536,  Gushing  seventh  article  of  the  treaty  of 
(1855);  vol  xxix.  Revue  de  Droit  1794.  The  district  judge  of  South 
Int.  pp.  5-16;  xxiv.  Ibid.  pp.  17-  Carolina,  before  whom  the  prisoner 
39;  xiv.  Ibid.  pp.  403,  475.  was    brought    by    habeas   corpus, 

*  When  reclamation  of  a  fugitive  made  an  order,  as  is  stated,  at  the 
from  jtistice  is  made  under  treaty  particular  request  of  the  President 
stipulation  by  any  foreign  govern-  of  the  United  States,  that,  as  there 
ment,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  United  was  sufficient  evidence  of  criminal- 
States  to  aid  in  relieving  the  case  ity  to  justify  the  apprehension  and 
of  any  technical  difficulties  which  commitment  for  trial  of  the  pris- 
may  be  interposed  to  defeat  the  oner,  he  be  delivered  over  by  the 
ends  of  public  justice,  the  object  marshal  of  the  court  to  the  British 
to  be  accomplished  being  alike  consul  under  the  twenty-seventh 
Interesting  to  both  governments —  article  of  the  treaty — ^Bee's  Adm. 
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Of  the  extradition  treaties  entered  into  by  the  United  States, 
twenty-two  contain  the  provision  that  political  offences  are 
not  extraditable,  though  none  of  them  contain  a  definition  of 
the  term.  Twenty-three  contain  a  provision  that  citizens  of 
the  state  upon  which  the  demand  is  made  are  not  to  be  sur- 
rendered ;  as  citizens  are  not  excepted  in  the  other  treaties, 
the  presumption  is  that  they  would  be  surrendered  upon  due 
application.  Twenty-four  of  them  contain  a  clause  authorizing 
the  surrendering  state  to  try  and  punish  offences  against  its 
own  laws  before  giving  effect  to  the  extradition  process.  In 
all  of  them  it  is  expressly  stipulated  that  the  sufficiency  of 
evidence  as  to  the  commission  of  the  crime  for  which  extradi- 
tion is  demanded  shall  be  determined  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
in  which  the  criminal  has  taken  refuge.' 

Interstate  Extradition.  The  subject  of  interstate  extradi- 
tion in  the  United  States  is  regulated  by  the  Federal  Consti- 
tution, which  provides  that  ''a  person  charged  in  any  state 
with  treason,  felony,  or  other  crime,  who  shall  flee  from  jus- 
tice, and  be  found  in  another  state,  shall,  on  demand  of  the 
executive  authority  of  the  state  from  which  he  fled,  be  de- 
livered up,  to  be  removed  to  the  state  having  jurisdiction  of 
the  crime."*    This  provision  covers  only  cases  arising  within 

Rep  p.  267.    This  was  the  cele.  p^     y^^  ^,            U^     ^  S 

brated  c^of  Robins,  who  claimed  EgS.yiAl  Ornelos  w.  Ruiz.  161 

to  have  been  an  impressed  Amen-  tf^i^^d  States.  502.    The  contrary 

can  seaman.  Whose  surrender  gave  ^ule  prevails,  however,  in  England, 

nse    to   attacks   upon    President  b^scd  upon  the  statute  regulating 

Adams.      See    Wharton  s     State  the  practice  of  extradition  (33  and 

Trials,  pp.  392-456.  34  Vict.  chap.  Hi.  §§  3  and  1 1).  which 

'  In   the  United    States   it   has  expressly  provide  that  the  writ  shall 

been  held  that  a  person  detained  issue  when  there  is  reason  to  believe 

under  extradition  process,  regular-  that  the  accused  is  a  political  of- 

ly  issued  under  authority  conferred  fender.    By  section  1 1  of  the  same 

by  a  statute  or  treaty  of  the  United  statute  the  writ  is  demandable  by 

States,  is  not  subject  to  release  un-  any  person  arrested  with  a  view  to 

der  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. — fn  re  his  extradition,  within  fifteen  days 

Breen*  73  Fed.  Rep.  p.  458 ;  /h  re  subsequent  to  his  arrest. — See  Or- 

Newman.  79  Ibid.  p.  622 ;  In  re  nelos  vs,  Ruiz,  161  United  States. 

Bryant.  $0  Ibid.  p.  282 ;  In  re  Otieza  502. 

y  cortez.  Petitioner,  136   United  'Constitution    of    the    United 

States,    p.   330 ;   Benson    vs,  Mc-  States,  §  2,  art.  4. 
Mahon,   127   United  States,  457; 


EXTRADITION 


179 


the  territorial  limits  of  the  United  States.  The  power  to 
surrender  fugitives,  who,  having  committed  offences  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  state,  have  fled  to  one  of  the 
United  States  for  shelter,  belongs,  under  the  Constitution, 
exclusively  to  the  United  States.*  It  was  not  vmtil 
August  12,  1848  that  Congress  passed  an  act  prescribing 
procedure  under  treaties  for  international  extradition, 
although  such  treaties  had  been  concluded  with  Great 
Britain  in  1794  and  1842,  and  with  France  in  1843.  I^ 
the  celebrated  Robbins'  case  (1799),  a  fugitive  was  de- 
livered to  British  authorities  on  action  initiated  by  the 


*  George  Holmes  was  arrested  in 
the  State  of  Vermont  on  a  warrant 
or  order  of  the  governor  of  the 
state,  addressed  to  a  sheriff,  stat- 
ing that  an  indictment  had  been 
found  against  him  for  murder  in 
Canada,  and  that  as  it  was  fit 
and  expedient  that  he  should 
be  made  amenable  to  the  laws  of 
the  country,  commanded  the  sher- 
iff to  convey  him  to  the  border  be- 
tween Canada  and  Vermont  and 
deliver  him  to  the  Canadian  au- 
thorities. A  habeas  corpus  was  is- 
sued by  the  supreme  court,  and  the 
prisoner  was  remanded,  and  a  writ 
of  error  taken  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States.  The 
court  being  equally  divided  as  to 
the  question  of  jurisdiction,  the 
writ  of  error  was  dismissed.  The 
court,  however,  considered  at 
length  the  question  of  the  author- 
ity of  the  governor  of  the  State  of 
Vermont  to  surrender  a  fugitive 
criminal,  and  Chief -Justice  Taney, 
in  his  opinion,  in  which  Justices 
Story,  McLean,  and  Wayne  con- 
curred, stated,  as  the  conclusion 
of   the   majority   on   this   point: 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  my 


(( 


three  brothers  and  myself,  after  a 
most  careful  and  deliberate  ex- 
amination, are  of  opinion  that  the 
power  to  surrender  fugitives,  who, 
having  committed  offences  in  a 
foreign  country,  have  fled  to  this 
for  shelter,  belongs,  under  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States, 
exclusively  to  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment, and  that  the  authority  exer- 
cised in  this  instance  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  Vermont  is  repugnant  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States." — Holmes  vs,  Jennison,  14 
Peters,  540.  After  this  opinion 
Holmes  was  discharged  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Vermont  on  habeas 
corpus.  A  similar  question  arose 
in  New  York  in  1874,  Governor  Dix 
having  ordered  the  surrender  of 
Carl  Vogt,  alias  Stupp,  after  a  re- 
fusal by  the  President  to  surrender 
him  to  Germany,  as  the  offence 
was  committed  out  of  her  terri- 
tory, or  to  Belgium,  in  the  absence 
of  treaty  provisions.  The  court 
unanimously  agreed  in  discharging 
the  prisoner,  on  the  ground  that 
the  governor  had  no  power  to  make 
the  surrender. — ^The  People,  Bar- 
low vs,  Curtis,  50  N.  Y.  R.  321. 
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National  Executive  (Bee's  Admiralty  Reports,  266;  14 
Howard,  103,  iii).  Mr.  Crandall,  in  the  second  edition 
of  his  work  on  Treaties,  Their  Making  and  Enforcement, 
Washington,  1916,  gives  the  most  recent  and  best  view  of 
the  subject. 


CHAPTER  VI 
PRIVATE  INTERNATIONAL  LAW:   THE  CONFLICT  OF  LAWS 

Relations  of  States  and  Individuals  at  International 
Law.  It  has  been  seen  that  "  the  relations  of  states  to  one 
another  are  twofold  in  character.  Either  the  governments  of 
the  different  states  have  relations  to  each  other,  or  the  indi- 
vidual citizens  of  the  different  states  have  relations  to  each 
other.  The  first  class  of  relations  give  occasion  to  what  is 
called  '  Public  International  Law/  and  the  latter  to  what  is 
sometimes  called,  with  less  precision,  '  Private  International 
Law;*' 

Private  International  Law.  That  branch  of  international 
law  which  treats  of  the  relations  of  states  with  the  citizens  or 
subjects  of  other  states  is  called  Private  International  Law : 


*  Amos,  Science  of  Law,  p.  25. 
Modem  legislation  in  dealing  with 
purely  private  relations  between  in- 
dividuals is  more  anxious  to  give 
effect  to  those  relations  as  they 
really  are,  or  as  it  is  conceived  that 
they  ought  to  be.  than  to  affirm 
the  exclusiveness  of  the  rights  of 
sovereignty;  and  there  are  many 
cases  in  which  this  object  is  best 
attained  by  allowing  the  law  of  the 
country  to  which  a  foreigner  be- 
longs to  operate  in  lieu  of  the  local 
law,  or  by  allowing  a  subject  to  be 
affected  oy  a  foreign  instead  of  his 
national  law,  when  the  two  are  in 
conflict.  The  concessions  and  re- 
laxations of  sovereign  rights'which 
it  has  become  customary  for  civil- 
ized nations  to  make  for  these  rea- 
sons have  given  rise  to  a  body  of 
13 


usage  of  considerable  bulk,  called 
private  international  law.  Private 
mternational  law  is  not,  however, 
a  part  of  international  law  proper. 
The  latter,  as  has  been  seen,  is  con- 
cerned with  the  relations  of  states ; 
in  so  far  as  individuals  are  affected, 
they  are  affected  only  as  members 
of  their  state.  Private  internation- 
al law,  on  the  other  hand,  is  merely 
a  subdivision  of  national  law.  It 
derives  its  force  from  the  sover- 
eignty of  the  states  administering 
it ;  it  affects  only  the  relations  of 
individuals  as  such ;  and  it  consists 
in  the  rules  by  which  courts  deter- 
mine within  what  national  juris- 
diction a  case  equitably  falls,  or 
by  what  national  law  it  is  just  that 
it  shall  be  decided. — Hall,  |  10,  p. 

54. 
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or,  as  it  is  a  question  of  determining  whether  the  courts  of  a 
state  are  to  apply  their  own  municipal  law,  or  that  of  another 
state,  in  the  decision  of  a  given  cause,  it  is  sometimes  called, 
and  with  greater  accuracy  and  propriety,  the  Conflict  of  Laws. 

The  Practice  Based  on  Comity  or  Consent  From  the 
definition  of  sovereignty  it  has  been  seen  that  "  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  nation  within  its  own  territory  is  necessarily  exclu- 
sive and  absolute.  It  is  susceptible  of  no  limitations  not  im- 
posed by  itself.  Any  restriction  upon  it  deriving  validity  from 
any  external  source  would  imply  a  diminution  of  the  sover- 
eignty to  the  extent  of  the  restriction,  and  an  investment  of 
that  sovereignty  to  the  same  extent  in  that  power  which  could 
impose  such  restriction."*  The  extent,  therefore,  to  which  the 
courts  of  one  state  may  apply  the  laws  of  another  in  the  de- 
cision of  cases,  as  it  is  based  upon  comity  or  consent,  must  be 
determined  by  the  municipal  law  of  the  state  in  which  the 
court  sits.  It  may  be  prohibited  altogether,  or  may  be  per- 
mitted subject  to  such  restrictions  as  that  state  may  see  fit  to 
impose  in  accordance  with  its  views  of  justice  or  expediency.' 

Origin  of  the  Practice.     The  rules  of  private  international 


'  Case  of  the  Exchange,  7  Cranch,  comity  of  nations/'  the  laws  of  one 

116.  nation  or  state  will  be  recognized 

*  (I.)  The  laws  of  every  empire  and  executed  in  another,  where  the 

have  force  only  within  the  limits  of  rights  of  individuals  are  concerned, 

its  own  government.    (2.)  That  all  Whatever  force  and  obligation  the 

persons  who  are  found  within  the  laws  of  one  country  have  in  another, 

limits  of  a  government,  whether  depend  entirely  upon  the  laws  and 

their  residence   is   permanent  or  municipal  regulations  of  such  other 

only  temporary,  are  to  be  deemed  country;  in  other  words,  upon  its 

subjects    thereof.     (3.)   That    the  own  proper  jurisprudence  and  pol- 

rulers  of  every  empire,  from  com-  ity,  and   upon  its  own  express  or 

ity,  admit  that  the  laws  of  every  ,  tacit  consent. — Huberus,  liv.  i.  tit. 

people  in   force  within    its  limits  iti.  §  2  ;  vol.  iii.  Eng.  and  Am.  Cyc. 

ought  to  have  the  same  force  every-  of  Law,  p.  502.     This  comity  is  the 

where,  so  far  as  they  do  not  preju-  purely  voluntary  act  of  the  nation 

dice  the  powers  or  rights  of  other  or  state,  and  is  totally  inadmissible 

governments  or  their  subjects.  —  when  the  laws  of  the  foreign  state 

Huberus,  liv.  i.  tit.  iii.;  De  Con-  or  nation  are  contrary  to  its  policy, 

flictu  Legum,  p.  538,  §  2;  vol.  iii.  or  prejudicial   to   its   interests. — 

Eng.and  Am.Cyc.of  Law,p.502.  By  Minor  t/j.  Cardwell,  37,  Mo.  350,  and 

the  universal  practice  of  civilized  cases  cited  in  vol. iii.  Eng.and  Am. 

countries,  by  what  is  known  as  "the  Cyc.  of  Law.  p.  506. 
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law  come  into  being  through  the  moral  claim  that  is  presented 
either  by  persons  who,  not  being  citizens  of  a  given  country, 
come  into  the  courts  of  justice  of  that  country  while  sojourn- 
ing there  to  have  rights  recognized  and  protected  which  they 
have  acquired  in  their  own  country ;  or,  by  those  who,  being 
citizens  of  one  country,  but  having  acquired  rights  while  so- 
journing in  other  countries,  come  into  the  courts  of  their  own 
country  to  have  those  rights  recognized  and  protected. 

On  every  occasion  for  inventing  rules  applicable  to  these 
cases  the  question  is  presented  whether  the  courts  of  justice 
of  a  country  shall  recognize  rights  acquired,  either  by  their 
own  citizens  or  by  foreigners,  in  other  countries ;  or,  in  other 
words,  whether  the  laws  of  other  countries,  giving  validity  to 
those  rights,  shall  or  shall  not  be  held  to  be  effectual  in  the 
courts  of  justice  which  are  invited  to  interfere.  The  cases  are 
generally  further  complicated  by  the  nature  of  the  processes 
and  transactions  out  of  which  the  asserted  rights  spring.  Part 
of  the  transactions  may  have  taken  place  in  one  country  and 
part  in  another,  and  the  remedy  may  be  sought  for  in  a  third: 
Or,  the  person  seeking  the  remedy,  or  against  whom  the  rem- 
edy is  sought,  may  be  the  citizen  of  one  country,  have  his 
permanent  residence  or  domicile  in  another  country,  and  be 
temporarily  sojourning  in  the  country  in  which  the  remedy  is 
sought. 

It  is  obvious,  from  a  mere  enumeration  and  description  of 
the  cases  which  give  rise  to  rules,  that  the  purpose  of  the  ex- 
istence of  these  rules  is  always  the  facilitation  of  intercourse 
between  the  citizens  of  different  states,  and  the  prevention  of 
practical  injustice.  These  objects  must  be  served  in  the  high- 
est degree,  if  the  greatest  possible  uniformity  of  principle  ob- 
tain, in  the  courts  of  all  nations,  in  creating  and  applying  the 
rules.  In  this  way  reasonable  expectations  are  likely  to  be 
best  satisfied,  and  fraudulent  invasions  of  the  law  of  any  par- 
ticular country  are  likely  to  be  most  effectually  prevented. 
It  happens,  however,  that,  owing  to  the  political  jealousies 
that  have  hitherto  kept  apart  the  most  considerable  nations  of 
Europe,  and  to  the  foolish  prejudice  with  which  individual 
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nations  have  fostered  principles  of  law  familiar  in  their  own 
•courts,  however  alien  to  the  practice  of  all  other  countries, 
there  have  hitherto  been  made  only  very  imperfect  attempts 
at  uniformity,  either  of  principle  or  practice,  in  this  respect. 
It  is  probable  that  an  increasingly  clear  apprehension  of  the 
logical  relations  of  the  different  branches  of  law  touching 
ownership,  contract,  family  life,  or  crime,  will  produce  the  ef- 
fect of  assimilating  the  substance,  as  well  as  the  form,  of  the 
rules  of  law  forming  the  so-called  **  Private  International  Law 
of  different  countries."'^ 

As  the  practice  of  private  international  law  is  based  upon 
the  comity  of  nations,  it  is  obvious  that  it  cannot  antedate  in 
its  origin  the  recognition  of  comity  as  a  general  international 
obligation.  The  remote  origin  of  the  practice,  however,  is 
much  more  ancient,  and  can  be  traced  to  the  jus  gentium  of 
the  Romans,  which  was,  in  substance,  a  formal  recognition  of 
the  principles  involved  in  private  international  law  by  the 
greatest  state  that  has  ever  existed.  The  Roman  civil  law 
applied  to  Roman  citizens  alone;  ih^  Jus  gentium,  or  law  of 
nations,  was  made  up  of  those  principles  of  law  which  were 
common  to  all  the  nations  of  which  they  had  any  authentic 
knowledge.  This  system  was  administered  by  the  Roman 
courts  during  the  existence  of  the  empire,  and  was  revived, 
by  Grotius,  more  than  a  thousand  years  after  the  downfall  of 
the  state  in  which  it  had  originated,  for  the  purpose  of  furnish- 
ing a  logical  and  legal  basis  for  the  new  science  of  interna- 
tional law.* 

The  rules  of  domicile,  which  lie  at  the  base  of  the  subject, 
were  the  first  to  receive  attention,  and  to  be  made  the  subject 
of  judicial  decisioUv  This  was  especially  true  of  their  applica- 
tion by  prize-courts  in  ascertaining  the  domicile  of  owners  of 
captured  vessels,  with  a  view  to  determining  the  national- 
ity,  and  so  the  liability  to  capture  and  condemnation,  of  their 

'  Amos,  Science  of  Law,  pp.  26,  •  IV  Phillimore,  chap.  i.  K  i,  9- 

27;  Hall,  §  10,  p.  54;   IV  Philli-  13;  Maine,  Int.  Law,  pp.  20,  26- 

more,  chap.  i. ;  Wharton,  Com.  on  28 ;  Bar,  {  2. 
Amer.  Law,  §  252. 
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property.  Aside  from  this,  however;  but  little  attention  was 
paid  to  the  subject,  as  a  matter  of  public  law,  until  after  the 
middle  of  the  seventeenth  century,  when  the  rules  regarding 
the  treatment  of  aliens  began  to  be  relaxed  in  severity,  and 
the  alien  class  began  to  receive  protection  in  their  personal 
and  property  rights.  Its  progress  has  not  been  rapid  at  any 
time,  though  an  increased  interest  in  it  has  been  manifested 
since  the  beginning  of  the  present  century,  and  all  states  that 
are  parties  to  international  law  now  recognize  its  rules,  and,  to 
a  greater  or  less  extent,  permit  their  courts  to  apply  them  in 
the  decision  of  cases  arising  within  their  jurisdiction.  Their 
practice  is  far  from  uniform,  however,  some  states  being  slow 
ta  recognize  their  binding  force,  while  others  constantly  seek 
to  extend  their  field  of  operation,  at  times  going  so  far  as  to 
negotiate  treaties  for  that  purpose.  The  tendency  of  all  mod- 
em states  is  in  the  same  direction,  though  some  move  more 
rapidly  than  others.' 

3.  Subjects  Treated  of  in  Private  International  Law,  The 
rules  of  private  international  law  have  chiefly  to  do — 

(i.)  With  the  legal  status  of  aliens,  and  with  their  capacity  to 
do  certain  acts  in  a  state,  not  in  accordance  with  its  municipal 
law,  but  in  accordance  with  the  municipal  law  of  another  state. 

(2.)  With  questions  arising  as  to  the  validity  of  foreign  mar- 
riages or  divorce. 

(3.)  With  similar  questions  arising  as  to  the  validity  or  bind- 
ing force  of  contracts  or  agreements. 

(4.)  With  questions  connected  with  the  ownership,  or  trans- 
fer, of  land  and  goods. 

(5.)  With  foreign  judgments  and  bankruptcies.* 

Limitations  upon  the  Practice  of  Private  International 
Liaw.  The  courts  of  a  state,  in  applying  the  rules  of  private 
international  law  in  any  one  of  the  foregoing  cases,  cannot 
give  effect  to,  or  apply,  a  foreign  law  which  imposes  a  penalty, 

'IV  PhiHimore,  |§  1-21 ;  Story,        •  Amos,  Science  of  Law,  p.  319; 
Conflict  of  Laws,  §|  1-20 ;  Wharton,     IV  PhilUmore,  chap,  ii, 
Conflict  of  Laws,  |S  979-1006;  P^r? 
»  '-27. 
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or  is  repugnant  to  the  municipal  law,  or  moral  standards,  or 
public  policy  of  their  own  state.'  In  accordance  with  this  prin- 
ciple the  following  exceptions  are  now  generally  recognized  : 

(i.)  Distinctions  of  rank,  or  caste,  have  no  extra-territorial 
effect/ 

(2.)  Laws  destructive  of  capacity  are  disfavored  internation- 
ally ;  those  protective  of  capacity  are  favored.  To  the  former 
class  would  belong  laws  recognizing  slavery,  or  imposing  dis- 
abilities on  account  of  religious  belief.* 

(3.)  Property,  whether  real  or  personal,  is  subject  to  the  lex 
reisitcB.* 

(4).  In  all  matters  relating  to  a  decedent's  estate,  except  as 
to  realty,  the  law  of  the  last  domicile  of  the  decedent  is  to 
prevail.  * 

(5.)  Contracts,  as  a  general  rule,  are  to  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  the  place  of  performance.* 

(6.)  Process,  as  a  general  rule,  is  to  be  governed  by  the  lex 
forir 

(7.)  Persons  are,  in  general,  subject  to  the  law  of  their  dom- 
icile ;  '*  but,  when  visiting  other  lands,  they  can  only  claim  to 
be  invested  with  the  law  of  such  domicile  to  the  extent  which 


*  Wharton,  Com,  on  Amer.  Law, 
§  253 ;  Ibid.  Conflict  of  Laws,  §  19 ; 
IV  Ph ill i more, pp.  12-18.  Forthis 
reason  courts  will  not  rec<^nize  the 
existence  of  slavery  or  polygamy,  or 
enforce  contracts  which  recognize 
slaves  as  property ;  nor  will  a  for- 
eigner be  permitted  to  inflict  chas- 
tisement, or  practise  cruelty,  upon 
a  member  of  his  family  or  suite  be- 
cause such  practices  are  warranted 
by  the  laws  of  his  state  or  country. 
—IV  Phillimore,  pp.  16,  17;  Whar- 
ton, Conflict  of  La  ws,§§  101-105.  See 
also  Schulze-Berge  vs,  the  Guild- 
hall, 58  Fed.  Rep.  796 ;  Brown  vs, 
Amer.  Finance  Co.  31  Ibid.  516. 

•  Wharton,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §§ 
101-105,  109;  Story,  Conflict  of 
Laws,  §§  96,  104;  IV  Phillimore, 
12-25. 


*  Wharton,  Conflict  of  Laws, 
5-9,  98-103;    Story,  Ibid.  §§  95- 
104. 

*  United  States  vs,  Crosby,  7 
Crane h,  115;  Clark  7'^.  Graham,  6 
Wheaton,  577 ;  Oakey  vs,  Bennett, 
II  Howard,  33;  Christian  Union 
Its.  Yount,  101  United  States,  352; 
IV  Phillimore.  pp.  427-457;  Story, 
§§374-463;  Wharton,  §§297-311. 

*  IV  Phillimore,  p.  673;  Wharton, 
Conflict  of  Laws,  §  560 ;  Ibid.  Com. 
on  Amer.  Law,  §  339 ;  Story,  chap* 
xii. 

•Wharton,  Com.  on  Amer.  Law, 
§§  314-322 ;  IV  Phillimore,  pp.  531- 
541 ;  Stonr,  §§  279-282 ;  Wharton, 
Conflict  of  Laws,  §§  3973-401  p. 

'  Wharton,  Conflict  of  Laws!  W 
704-752;  IV  Phillimore,  p.  706; 
Story,  §§  530-580. 
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is  consistent  with  the  common  law  of  Christendom^  which 
is  the  foundation  of  private  international  law."  Hence  "  a 
polygamous  or  incestuous  marriage,  even  though  sanctioned 
by  a  foreign  state,  and  contracted  within  its  borders,  has  no 
exterritorial  force.  Foreign  judgments  of  divorce,  to  be  re- 
spected, must  be  rendered  by  courts  having  jurisdiction 
according  to  the  judgments  of  private  international  law. 
Foreign  incapacity,  arising  from  minority  or  subjection  to 
tutelage,  will  only  be  recognized  when  there  is  something  in 
the  person  so  subjected  to  put  persons  dealing  with  him  on 
inquiry.  - 

Effect  of  Foreign  Judgments.  K  foreign  judgment  is  one 
obtained  in  the  courts  of  a  foreign  state,  the  recognition  and 
enforcement  of  which  is  asked  in  the  courts  of  the  state  in 
which  the  defendant  is  resident,  or  subject  to  legal  process. 
The  great  majority  of  states  give  effect  to  a  foreign  judgment 
in  all  cases  in  which  the  following  conditions  have  been  ful- 
filled: 

(i.)  The  tribunal  which  pronounced  the  judgment  must 
have  been  competent,  according  to  the  law  of  the  state  to 
which  it  belonged,  to  decide  upon  the  matter  adjudicated 
upon« 

(2.)  The  jurisdiction  must  have  been  complete  both  as  to 
subject-matter  and  over  the  parties  to  the  suit. 

(3.)  The  foreigner  who  was  a  party  must  have  been  fairly  , 
heard  before  the  tribunal,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state, 
and  on  an  equality,  in  ^v^ry  respect,  including  the  right  of 
appeal,  with  a  fiative  subject.' 

(4.)  The  tribunal  must  have  decided  upon  the  very  sub- 
ject-matter which  it  is  attempted  to  litigate  upon,  and  the 
decision  must  have  been  final,  or  made  by  the  court  of  last 
resort.* 

Condition  of  Reciprocity.  To  thes^  conditions  some 
nations  add  another,  that  of  reciprocity.     In  the  leading 

» Wharton,  Conflict  of  Laws,  §     Story,  ||  584HS18;  Wharton,  Ccm- 
19;  IV  Philliniare,  pp.  302-312.         fiict  of  Laws,  }§  792-796;  Bar,  % 
*IV  PhiUimore,  pp.  729,  730;     126. 
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case  of  Hilton  vs.  Guyot,  decided  by  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court,  June  3,  1895,  3,nd  in  which  a  French 
judgment  was  sought  to  be  enforced  in  New  York,  the 
Court  said  (159  U.  S.  113): 

International  law,  in  its  widest  and  most  comprehensive  sense — 
including  not  only  questions  of  right  between  nations,  governed  by  what 
has  been  appropriately  called  the  law  of  nations,  but  also  questions 
arising  under  what  is  usually  called  private  international  law,  or  the 
conflict  of  laws,  and  concerning  the  rights  of  persons  within  the  territory 
and  dominion  of  one  nation,  by  reason  of  acts,  private  or  public,  done 
within  the  dominions  of  another  nation — ^is  part  of  our  law,  and  must 
be  ascertained  and  administered  by  the  courts  of  justice,  as  often  as 
such  questions  are  presented  in  litigation  between  man  and  manf  duly 
submitted  to  their  determination. 

The  most  certain  guide,  no  doubt,  for  the  decision  of  such  questions 
is  a  treaty  or  a  statute  of  this  country.  But  when,  as  in  the  case 
here,  there  is  no  written  law  upon  the  subject,  the  duty  still  rests 
upon  the  judicial  tribunals  of  ascertaining  and  declaring  what  the 
law  is,  whenever  it  becomes  necessary  to  do  so,  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  rights  of  parties  to  suits  regularly  brought  before  them.  In 
doing  this  the  courts  must  obtain  such  aid  as  they  can  from  judicial 
decisions,  from  the  works  of  jurists  and  commentators,  and  from  the 
acts  and  usages  of  civilized  nations.  Fr^ont  w.  United  States,  17 
How,  542,  557;  The  ScotiGf  14  Wall.  170,  188;  Respublica  w.  DeLong- 
champs,  i  DaU.  iii,  116;   Moultrie  vs.  Hunt,  23  N.  Y.  394,  396. 

No  law  has  any  effect,  of  its  own  force,  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
sovereignty  from  which  its  authority  is  derived.  The  extent  to  which 
the  law  of  one  nation,  as  put  in  force  within  its  territory,  whether  by 
executive  order,  by  legislative  act,  or  by  judicial  decree,  shall  be  allowed 
to  operate  within  the  dominion  of  another  nation,  depends  upon  what 
our  greatest  jurists  have  been  content  to  call  "the  comity  of  nations." 
Although  the  phrase  has  been  often  criticised,  no  satisfactory  substitute 
has  been  suggested. 

"Comity,"  in  the  legal  sense,  is  neither  a  matter  of  absolute  obligation, 
on  the  one  hand,  nor  of  mere  courtesy  and  good  will,  upon  the  other. 
But  it  is  the  recognition  which  one  nation  allows  within  its  territory  to 
the  legislative,  executive,  or  judicial  acts  of  another  nation,  having  due 
regard  both  to  international  duty  and  convenience,  and  to  the  rights  of 
its  own  citizens  or  of  other  persons  who  are  under  the  protection  of  its 
laws. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Conflict  of  Laws,  treat- 
ing of  the  question  in  what  department  of  the  government  of  any  state, 
in  the  absence  of  any  clear  declaration  of  the  sovereign  will,  resides  the 
authority  to  determine  how  far  the  laws  of  a  foreign  state  shall  have 
effect,  and  observing  that  this  differs  in  different  states,  according  to 
the  organization  of  the  departments  of  the  government  of  each,  says: 
"  In  England  and  America,  the  courts  of  justice  have  hitherto  exercised 
the  same  authority  in  the  most  ample  manner;  and  the  legislatures  have 
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in  no  instance  (it  is  believed)  in  either  country  interfered  to  provide 
any  positive  regulations.  The  common  law  of  both  countries  has  been 
expanded  to  meet  the  exigencies  of  the  times  as  they  have  arisen;  and 
so  far  as  the  practice  of  nations,  or  the  jus  gentium  privatum,  has  been 
supposed  to  furnish  any  general  principle,  it  has  been  followed  out." 
llie  reasonable,  if  not  the  necessary,  conclusion  appears  to  us  to  be 
that  judgments  rendered  in  France,  or  in  any  other  foreign  country,  by 
the  laws  of  which  our  own  judgments  are  reviewable  upon  the  merits, 
are  not  entitled  to  full  credit  and  conclusive  effect  wheij  sued  upon  in 
this  country,  but  are  prima  facie  evidence  only  of  the  justice  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim.  In  holding  such  a  judgment,  for  want  of  reciprocity, 
not  to  be  conclusive  evidence  of  the  merits  of  the  claim,  we  do  not  pro- 
c«5d  upon  any  theory  of  retaliation  upon  one  person  by  reason  of  in- 
justice done  to  another;  but  upon  the  broad  ground  that  international 
law  is  founded  upon  mutuality  and  reciprocity,  and  that  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  international  law  recognized  in  most  civilized  nations,  and  by 
the  comity  of  our  own  country,  which  it  is  our  judicial  duty  to  laiow  and 
to  dedbue,  the  judgment  is  not  entitled  to  be  considered  conclusive. 


CHAPTER  VII 

THE  RIGHT  OF  LEGATION;   AMBASSADORS.  PUBLIC 
MINISTERS.  CONSULS,  CONSULAR  JURISDICTION 

Origin  of  the  Right  The  right  of  legation  is  one  of  the 
oldest,  as  it  is  one  of  the  most  generally  sanctioned,  of  inter- 
national usages*.  It  has  existed  from  the  earliest  times,  and 
among  all  peoples  of  whom  we  have  any  authentic  knowledge. 
It  is  recognized  and  practised  to  some  extent  even  by  barbar- 
ous nations  in  their  occasional  intercourse  with  each  other. 

As  nations  cannot  treat  directly  with  each  other,  it  follows 
that  intercourse  between  them  must  be  carried  on  by  means 
of  agents  or  intermediaries;  these  agents  are  called  ambassa- 
dors, envoys,  or  public  rhinisters.' 

The  practice  of  maintaining  public  ambassadors  at  foreign 
courts,  though  recognized  to  some  extent  in  Europe  at  an 
earlier  date,  did  not  become  general  until  about  the  middle  of 
the  seventeenth  century.  The  treaty  of  Westphalia,  which 
was  concluded  in  1648,  marked  an  important  epoch  in  Euro- 
pean history.    As  an  immediate  result  of  its  execution  the  in- 


' "  But  nations  or  sovereign  states 
do  not  treat  together  immediately; 
and  their  rulers,  or  sovereif^ns.  can- 
not well  come  to  a  personal  confer- 
ence in  order  to  treat  of  their  affairs. 
Such  interviews  would  often  be 
impracticable;  and.  exclusive  of 
delays,  trouble*  expense,  and  so 
many  other  inconveniences,  it  is 
rarely,  according  to  the  observation 
of  Philip  de  Commines.  that  any 
good  effect  could  be  expected  from 
them.  The  only  expedient,  there- 
fore, which  remains  for  nations  and 


sovereigns,  is  to  comnuinicate  and 
treat  with  each  other  by  the  agency 
of  procurators  or  mandatories — of 
delegates  charged  with  their  com- 
mands, and  vested  with  their  pow- 
ers—that is  to  ^^.y,  public  ministers. 
This  term,  in  its  more  extensive  and 
general  sense,  denotes  any  person 
intrusted  with  the  management  of 

Eublic  affairs,  but  is  more  |>articu- 
irly  understood  to  designate  one 
who  acts  in  such  capacity  at  a  for- 
eign court."— Vattel,  liv.  iv.  chap.  v. 
§56. 
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fluence  of  the  Roman  Church  in  seculat^  matters  was  largely 
reduced  in  importance,  and  the  principle  of  balance  of  pow- 
er was,  for  the  first  time,  generally  sanctioned  and  specially 
guaranteed. .  As  a  consequence  the  foreign  relations  of  the 
different  European  states  rapidly  increased  in  volume  and 
intricacy,  and  the  necessity  of  establishing  permanent  lega- 
tions was  generally  recognized  and  acted  upon.  The  profes- 
sion of  diplomacy  soon  became  the  most  important  one  in 
which  an  individual  could  engage,  and  the  departments  of 
foreign  affairs  were  regarded  as  the  most  important  branches 
of  governmental  service,  demanding  in  their  administration 
ministers  of  the  highest  ability  and  the  widest  experience. 
The  position  assumed  by  the  profession  has  been  constantly 
maintained,  and  the  states  of  Europe  and  America  now  deem 
it  a  matter  of  the  first  consequence  to  be  ably  represented, 
not  only  near  the  courts  of  the  Christian  states,  but  also  at 
the  capitals  of  those  Eastern  nations  which,  as  yet,  but  im- 
perfectly recognize  _the  sanctibns.  oT.  intgrnatlonai Jaw/ 

The  Right  of  Legation.  The  right  of  sending  and  receiv- 
ing ambassadors  is  one  of  the  essentialattributes  of  a  sovereign 
state.  The  obligation  to  do  solslessstrorSgrsmd  is  not  gener- 
ally regarded  as  a  matter  of  strict  right.  A  nation,  however, 
which  refuses,  without  good  reason,  to  receive  a  minister  from 
a  foreign  power  exposes  itself  to  retorsion  ;  and  a  state  would 
run  counter  to  the  tendencies  of  modern  civilization  which  re- 
jected or  refused  to  entertain  communications  from  a  state 
with  which  it  was  at  peace.' 

The  power  of  sending  and  receiving  ambassadors  belongs 
also  to  dependent  states,  unless  its  exercise  is  expressly  for- 
bidden by  the  states  upon  which  they  are  dependent.     In 

'  Heffter,  {  lop;  II  Ward's  In-  Inquiry  into  the  Foundations  and 

quiry,  p.  483;  Hosack,  pp.  2-6;  History  of  the  Law  of  Nations, 

Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §4  141 -142;  pp  477-507. 

Dana's  Wheaton,  {§  206-208.     For  ■  Vattel.liv.  iv.  chap.  v. ;  Heffter, 

an  account  of  the  origin  and  devel-  §  2cx> ;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  206 ;  Law. 

opment  of  modem  diplomatic  insti-  rence,  §  144 ;  Bluntschli,  {§  1 59-169; 

tutions,  see  Nys,  Les  Origines  de  I  Halleck,  chap.  viii.  {§  i,  2. 
la  Diplomatie,  and  vol.  i.  Ward's 
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the  case  of  confederacies  the  right  belongs  to  each  of  the 
component  states,  unless  it  has  been  expressly  surrendered  by 
them  in  the  treaty  of  confederation. 

A  state,  though  willing  to  receive  an  ambassador  from  an- 
other, may,  for  good  reason,  decline  to  receive  a  particular 
person  in  that  capacity.  It  may  thus  decline  to  receive  one  of 
its  own  subjects,  or  a  former  subject  who  had  been  exiled  or 
who  had  gone  into  voluntary  exile,  or  a  person  of  doubtful  or 
immoral  character,  or  one  who  had  been  engaged  in  a  conspir- 
acy  or  agitation  directed  against  the  government  to  which  he 
is  accredited  as  an  ambassador.'  "A  state  may  also  decline 
to  receive  ministers  whose  powers  are  incompatible  with  its 
constitution  or  public  policy.  For  this  reason  no  state  is  ob- 
liged to  receive  as  minister  the  legates  or  nuncios  of  the  pope. 
Their  powers  are  conferred,  either  expressly  or  tacitly,  by  ec- 
clesiastical laws,  and  an  attempt  to  enforce  them  may  bring 
the  papal  representative  into  collision  with  the  sovereign 
authority  of  the  ^tate  upon  some  question  of  a  religious  char- 
acter." • 


'  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
an  envoy  is  a  person  as  well  as  the 
abstract  representative  of  his  gov- 
ernment, and  that  it  is  the  pre- 
rogative of  every  government  to 
require  that  those  with  whom  it 
deals  be  persona  grata^  and  to  de- 
cide the  question  for  itself.  This 
government  has  on  several  occa- 
sions availed  itself  of  this  personal 
right,  without  thereby  bemg  sup- 
posed to  reflect  on  the  representa- 
tive character  of  the  person  himself, 
and  still  less  upon  the  collective 
representative  character  of  his  as- 
sociates.— I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  {  82 ; 
Heffter,  §  200;  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  chap, 
v.  §  66;  I  Halleck.  p.  224;  Hall,  § 
98 ;  Lawrence,  §  146;  Dana's  Whea- 
ton,  §  210;  Martens,  Man.  Dip. 
chap.  i.  §  6 ;  Bluntschli,  §  164.  For- 
eign states  have  declined  to  re- 
ceive particular  persons  as  diplo- 
matic representatives  of  the  United 


States,  on  the  ground  that,  for  per- 
sonal or  political  reasons,  they  were 
not  acceptable  to  the  government 
of  the  state  to  which  it  was  pro- 
posed to  accredit  them.  A  case 
occurred  so  late  as  1885,  which  is 
reported  in  the  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  United  States  for  that  year. 
In  this  case,  although  the  incident 
terminated  with  the  resignation  of 
the  minister  to  whose  reception  the 
objection  had  been  taken,  the  mat- 
ter was  presented  to  Congress  by 
the  President  in  his  annual  mes- 
sage, and  the  post  remapped  un- 
filled for  a  considerable  period  of 
time.— I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  84,  89; 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States,  1885,  pp.  12,  48,  57,  683,  703, 
710.  752.  757;  1888,  Ibid.  pp.  1667, 
1729. 

'  HefTter,  §  200;  Hall.  §  98;  Law- 
rence, §  146. 
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Prom  what  has  been  said  in  respect  to  the  rule  that  a  gov- 
ernment IS  not  required  to  receive  a  particular  person  in  a 
diplomatic  capacity,  it  follows  that  the  recall  of  a  minister, 
whose  conduct  has  been  such  as  .to  render  his  presence  no 
longer  acceptable,  may  be  requested,  or  ev^en  demanded,  by 
the  government  to  which  he  is  accredited  ;  indeed,  if  the  oc- 
casion be  one  of  sufficient  emergency,  it  may  dismiss  such  an 
offender,  and,  if  need  be,  expel  him  from  its  territory.^ 

It  has  already  been  explained  that  the  government  of  a 
state  is  the  organ  through  which  it  communicates  with  other 
powers.  In  such  intercourse  with  other  states  a  government 
may  communicate  directly,  through  its  ministry  of  foreign  af- 
fairs, or  through  ambassadors  selected  by  the  proper  govern- 
mental authority  in  accordance  with  its  constitution  and  laws. 

Classification  of  Diplomatic  Agents.  Heffter  makes  the 
following  classification  of  these  agents  of  intercourse: 

(tf.)  Pujjjicjninisters.  These  are  clothed  with  a  public  and 
oflficiaT character,'  an3  are  sent  by  the  sovereign  authority  of  a 
state  to  a  foreign  government,  as  its  general  diplomatic  repre- 
sentatives, or  to  undertake  special  negotiations.  They  may 
have  either  a  permanent  or  temporary  character. 

(^.)  Diplomatic  agents,  charged  with  similar  duties,  but  with- 
out public  or  official  character.  ^ 

(c.)  Commissioners,  appointed  for  special  purposes,  as  to  lo- 
cate and  mark  boundaries,  to  adjust  international  differences, 
or  to  carry  into  effect  special  clauses  of  treaties.  The  mem- 
bers of  this  class  do  not  communicate  directly  either  with  a 
foreign  sovereign  or  with  his  ministers. 


*  The  Government  of  the  United 
States  has  felt  obliged,  upon  more 
than  one  occasion,  to  take  action 
with  a  view  to  expel,  or  secure  the 
recall,  of  an  offending  minister. 
For  references  to  suclf  cases,  see  I 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  SI84,  106;  VII  Opin- 
ions  of  Attorney-General,  p.  367 ;  I 
Amer.  State  Papers  (Foreign  Rela- 
tions), pp.  141,  709;  III  Ibid.  pp. 

3i8ff,352ff.  355ff ;  Uwrenc^'sWhea- 


ton  (ed.  of  1863),  p.  437 ;  II  Schoo- 
ler's History  of  the  United  States, 
p.  108;  II  Madison's  Writings,  pp. 
422.  444.  449,  451,  453,  469.  474. 
The  correspondence  in  relation 
to  the  most  recent  case  of  expul- 
sion—  that  of  Lord  Sackville,  the 
ambassador  of  Great  Britain  —  see 
United  States  Foreign  Relations, 
1888,  pp.  1 667-1 730.  §ee  also  I  Dig, 
Int,  taw,  S  84. 
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(d.)  Qonsuls  charged  with  the  supervision  of  commercial  in- 
terests.* 

Rank  of  Ambassadors.  The  absence  of  a  well-defined 
rule  by  which  to  determine  questions  arising  as  to  the  powers 
and  dignities  of  the  different  classes  of  diplomatic  agents  gave 
rise  to  great  confusion,  especially  at  the  beginning  of  the  pres- 
ent  century.  To  remedy  this  the  representatives  of  the  Eu- 
ropean powers  assembled  in  Congress  at  Vienna,  in  1815, 
agreed  upon  a  classification  of  public  ministers,  and  recom- 
mended the  preparation  and  adoption,  in  each  state,  of  rules 
to  regulate  their  precedence.  The  arrangement  proposed  at 
Vienna,*  as  modified  by  the  action  of  the  Congress  of  Aix-la- 
Chapelle,'  in  181 8,  has  received  such  general  sanction  as  to 
entitle  it  to  consideration  as  a  rule  of  international  law.  In 
accordance  with  its  provisions  diplomatic  agents  are  now  ar- 
ranged into  four  classes : 

(a.)  AmbassadpfSi  ordinary  and  extraordinary,  legates  and 
nuncios. 

(^.)  Envoys,  ministers,  or  other  diplomatic  agents  accredited 
to  sovereigns. 

(r.)  Ministers  resident,  accredited  to  sovereigns. 

(d.)  Charges  d'affaires^  and  other  diplomatic  agents  ac- 
credited to  ministers  of  foreign  affairs  (whether  bearing  the 
title  of  minister  or  not),  and  consuls  charged  with  diplomatic 
duties.*. 

Ambassadors  of  the  first  class  are  alone  clothed  with  the 
representative  character ;  they  have  special  prerogatives,  and 
are  entitled  to  special  honors,  as  they  represent  the  sovereign 
in  his  personal  character.  Members  of  the  other  classes  rep- 
resent his  affairs  only.  In  general  the  immunities  to  which 
ministers  are  entitled  depend  upon  their  tetters  of  credence. 

^  Heffter,  §  201 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  *  Lawrence,  J  143;  Dana's  Whea- 

Law,  $  143;  Dana's  Wheaton,  J  ton,  $  211,  note;  Heifter,  §  208. 

211.  note ;  Hall,  \\  96.  98.  «  Bluntschli,  S  1 7  > :  Dana's  Whea- 

*  Lawrence,  {  143 :  Dana's  Whea-  ton,  S  2 1 1 ,  note ;  Hall.  p.  298 ;  Heff- 

ton,  S  211,  note:  Heffter,  J  208;  I  ter,  $$  208,  219;  I  Dig,  Int.  Law, 

Dig.  Int.  Law.  J  88 ;  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  §  88. 
chap.  vi.  §S  69-71 
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Those  accredited  to  sovereigns  are  entitled  to  the  immunities 
of  ambassadors,  those  accredited  to  ministers  of  foreign  affairs 
are  not.'  . 

Titles  of  Ambassadors.  The  titles  of  ambassadors  are 
regulated  by  the  municipal  laws  of  the  states  which  they 
represents  The  terms  ordinary  and  extraordinary  at  first 
determined  the  character  of  the  diplomatic  employment  of 
the  ministers  to  whom  they  were  applied.  They  have  now  no 
special  meaning.  Legates  and  nuncios  are  the  representatives 
of  the  pope  at  foreign  courts.  Legates  have  the  rank  of  car- 
dinal, and  represent)  to  a  certain  extent,  his  spiritual  as  well 
as  his  temporal  authority.  Nuncios  represent  him  in  the  latter 
capacity  only.  In  determining  the  rank  and  titles  of  ministers 
sent  to  foreign  courts,  the  principle  of  reciprocity  prevails,  and 
a  state  sends  to  another  a  representative  of  the  same  class  that 
it  receives.  Several  ministers  may  be  maintained  at  the  same 
court,  and  a  single  person  may  represent  a  state  at  several 
courts.* 

Manner  of  Sending  and  Receiving  Ambassadors.     To 


*  Article  4  of  the  **  Reglement  sur 
te  rang  entre  les  agens  diploma* 
Uques  "  adopted  at  the  Cohgress  of 
Vienna  in  the  protocol  of  March  19, 
181 5,  contained  the  requirement 
that  "diplomatic  employes  shall 
take  rank,  as  regards  each  other, 
in  each  class  from  the  date  of  the 
oflUcial  notification  of  their  arrival.'* 
It  was  held,  in  a  discussion  respect- 
ing the  application  of  this  article 
which  arose  among  the  diplomatic 
representatives  accredited  to  the 
court  of  Spain  in  187^,  that  the 
precedence  of  diplomatic  employes 
did  not  depend  upon  the  date  of 
actual  presentation,  but  upon  the 
date  of  official  notification  of  readi- 
ness to  be  presented.  It  was  con- 
tended, however^  that  the  term  "  ar- 
rivee/'  as  used  m  the  article,  was 
restricted  in  its  application  to  the 
case  of  each  government ;  since  a 
minister  holdmg  over  might  have 


been  accredited  to  and  received  by 
some  previous  intruded,  usurping, 
illegitimate,  and  odious  dynasty 
or  government,  the  recognition  of 
whose  previous  rank  would  there- 
fore implicate  the  legitimate  dy- 
nasty or  government  m  quasi  ad- 
mission ofsuch  previousassumption 
or  intrusion,  and  would  also  be  prej- 
udicial to  the  rights  ofsuch  foreign 
governments  as  had  refused  to  rec- 
ognize such  usurpers  or  intruders, 
and  had  done  so  in  the  interest  of 
legitimate  and  regular  government. 
The  weight  of  opinion  seemed  to 
be,  however,  that  inquiries  as  to 
legitimacy  should  be  disregarded, 
and  the  Question  of  recognition  be 
restricted  to  the  fact  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  government  in  every 
case.— United  States  Foreign  Rela- 
tions, 1875,  p.  1 105. 

'  LAwrence,  Int.  Law,$§  141-144; 
Bluntschli.  1 1 73;  Heffter,  §}  aot ,  208. 
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enable  a  minister  to  be  received  in  that  character,  he  is  pro« 
vided  by  the  sovereign  or  other  chief  executive  authority  of 
his  own  state  with  two  important  papers,  called  his  Letter  of 
Credence  and  Full  Power,  The  Letter  of  Credence  is  addressed 
to  the  sovereign  to  whom  he  is  accredited.  It  contains  his 
name  and  title,  confers  upon  him  the  diplomatic  character, 
and  serves  to  identify  him  as  a  public  minister,  but  does  not 
authorize  him  to  enter  upon  any  particular  negotiation.'  The 
Full  Power  authorizes  him  to  act  as  the  general  diplomatic 
representative  of  his  government  at  the  court  to  which  he  is 
accredited.  It  describes  the  limits  of  his  authority  to  negoti- 
ate, if  such  there  be,  and  upon  it  the  validity  of  his  acts  as  a 
minister  largely  depends.  Ambassadors  who  represent  states 
at  Congresses  and  Conferences,  or  as  members  of  Internation- 
al Courts,  or  Boards  of  Arbitration,  are  not  usually  provided 
with  Letters  of  Credence,  They  bear  Full  Powers,  under  the 
authority  of  which  they  act,  and  copies  of  them  are  exchanged 
among  the  different  members  of  the  board  or  conference.* 

Reception  of  Ambassadors.  An  ambassador  or  minister 
accredited  to  a  sovereign,  upon  arriving  at  his  station,  for- 
wards a  copy  of  his  Letter  of  Credence  to  the  Minister  of 
Foreign  Affairs,  and  requests  an  audience  with  the  sovereign. 
At  this  audience,  which  may  be  either  public  or  private,  his 
Letter  of  Credence  is  presented,  and  complimentary  speeches 
are  usually  exchanged.'  He  may  then  enter  upon  the  perform- 
ance of  his  duties. 


» "Among  the  several  characters 
established  by  custom,  it  rests  with 
the  sovereign  to  determine  with 
what  particular  one  he  chooses  to 
invest  his  minister;  and  he  makes 
known  the  minister's  character  in 
the  credentials  which  he  gives  him 
for  the  sovereign  to  whom  he  sends 
him.  Credentials  are  the  instru- 
ment which  authorizes  and  estab- 
lishes the  minister  in  his  character 
with  the  prince  to  whom  they  are 
addressed.  If  the  prince  receives 
Uie  minister,  he  can  receive  him 


solely  only  in  the  quality  attributed 
to  him  in  his  credentials.  They 
are,  as  it  were,  his  general  letter  of 
attorney,  his  mandate  patent,  man- 
datum  mant/estum,** — Vattel,  liv. 
iv.  chap.  vi.  §  76. 

•  II  De  Martens,  pp.  84-86;  HefT- 
ter,  §5  209,  210;  Bluntschli,  §§  183- 
190;  Lawrence,  §  147;  I  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §  85;  I  Twiss,  §§  212-216. 

'  For  many  years  the  Chinese  em- 
peror refused  to  accord  to  foreign 
ambassadors  and  ministers  accred- 
ited to  his  court  the  personal  au- 
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Duties  of  Ambassadors.  The  duties  of  a  public  minister 
are  not  susceptible  of  exact  description.  Some  of  them  are 
regulated  by  international  law,  and  some  by  the  municipal 
law  of  the  ambassador's  state.  They  depend  upon  the  impor- 
tance of  the  power  to  which  he  is  accredited,  upon  the  amount 
of  intercourse,  commercial  and  otherwise,  existing  between  it 
and  the  state  which  he  represents,  and,  to  some  extent,  upon 
the  difference  in  their  systems  of  government*  He  is  expected 
to  keep  his  government  informed  upon  all  questions  of  general 
interest,  and  to  advise  it  of  any  change  in  the  government,  con- 
stitution, or  state  policy  of  the  country  in  which  he  is  resident. 
It  is  also  his  duty  to  make  proper  representations  in  behalf  of 
subjects  of  his  own  state  who  may  stand  in  need  of  protection, 
to  secure  a  remedy  for  injuries  which  they  may  have  received, 
or,  in  case  they  exceed  his  jurisdiction,  to  inform  his  govern- 
ment fully  of  the  facts  in  each  case  in  order  that  proper  meas- 
ures of  redress  may  be  taken. '  In  general  he  represents  the 
interests  of  his  state,  and  those  of  its  individual  subjects,  in 
the  country  to  which  he  is  accredited.  That  he  may  do  so 
effectively  at  all  times,  and  under  all  circumstances,  he  is 
bound  by  every  consideration  of  honor  and  duty  to  scrupu- 
lously abstain  from  all  interference  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the 
state  to  which  he  is  accredited/- 

Diplomatic  Language.  Every  state  has  a  right  to  employ 
its  own  language  in  its  communications  to  other  powers,  and 


dience  to  which  by  long  established 
usage  they  believed  themselves  en- 
titled. After  some  prelim inary  cor- 
respondence on  the  part  of  the  pow- 
ers interested  an  understanding  was 
reached  by  their  representatives  at 
Pekin,  and  the  matter  of  an  aud  ience 
was  again  presented  to  the  Chinese 
Government  in  a  joint  note  submit- 
ted to  Prince  Kune  the  prime-min- 
ister of  China.  After  considerable 
discussion  the  request  of  the  for- 
eign ministers  was  acceded  to»  and 
a  personal  audience  with  the  em- 
peror was  had  on  June  29,  1873. — 
United  Sutes  Forejgn  Kelationa» 

14 


iS73>  P^rt  i.  pp.  149-201.  See  also 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  147;  I  Twiss, 
§S  2 1 2-2 16. 

'  A  foreign  minister  should  cor- 
respond with  the  Secretary  of  State 
on  matters  which  interest  his  na- 
tion, and  not  through  the  press  of 
our  country.  He  has  no  authority 
to  communicate  his  sentiments  to 
the  people  of  the  United  States  by 
publication  in  manuscript  or  print. 
— I  Opinions  of  Attorney -General, 
p.  74 ;  Hefftcr,  pp.  425-432 ;  I  Dig. 
int.  Law,  §§  89-91,  io7-io7b;  KIQ- 
her,  S§  197-201. 
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must  recognize  a  corresponding  right,  on  the  part  of  other 
states,  to  a  similar  use  in  all  communications  addressed  to  it- 
self. Until  the  beginning  of  the  eighteenth  century  Latin  was 
in  general  use  as  a  convenient  neutral  language.  The  treaties 
of  Nimeguen,  Ryswick,  and  Utrecht,  and  the  Quadruple  Al- 
liance, concluded  at  London  in  1788,*  were  drawn  up  in  Latin. 
The  official  acts  of  the  Holy  See  are  still  written  in  that  lan- 
guage. French,  however,  has  gradually  displaced  Latin  as  the 
diplomatic  language,  and,  to  a  great  extent,  still  retains  that 
character.  The  treaties  of  Vienna,  in  181 5,  those  of  1833, 
concerning  the  separation  of  Belgium  from  Holland,  and  the 
treaty  of  Paris,  in  1856,  were  drawn  up  in  French.* 

The  Functions  of  Ambassadors,  how  Suspended  and 
Terminated.  The  functions  of  an  ambassador,  and  conse- 
quently his  official  character,  may  be  suspended,  and  may,  or 
may  not,  be  terminated  : 

(a.)  As  a  result  of  some  difference  or  misunderstanding  be- 
tween the  two  powers,  not  resulting  in  war. 

(6,)  Upon  the  occurrence  of  important  political  events,  which 
render  the  continuance  of  his  mission  improbable ;  as  a  sudden 
or  violent  change  in  the  constitution  or  form  of  government,  in 
either  state.  Such  a  suspension  continues  until  it  is  removed, 
by  proper  authority,  in  the  state  iti  which  it  originated.* 

A  mission  may  be  terminated  : 

(a.)  By  the  death,  or  by  the  voluntary  or  constrained  abdica- 
tion of  one  or  both  sovereigns.  This,  however,  only  in  case  the 
ambassador  represents  the  sovereign  in  his  personal  capacity.* 


'  Heffter,  p.  433. 

MI  Phillimore.  §  43;  Heffter, 
§  235;  II  De  Martens,  §  179;  I  Or- 
tolan, p.  loi ;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
$158;  Kitiber,  §  114. 

■  According  to  the  public  law  of 
the  monarchies  of  Europe,  the  au- 
thority of  ministers,  and  perhaps 
of  international  commissioners,  ex- 
pires on  the  death,  deposition,  or 
abdication  of  the  prince;  but  not 
so  as  between  the  American  repub- 
lics, in  which  the  executive  go^^r 


is  permanent  and  continuous,  with- 
out regard  to  the  governing  person, 
and  there  is  no  interruption  of  the 
authority  or  renewal  of  the  creden- 
tials of  their  public  ministers  on  a 
change  of  President  for  whatever 
cause,  provided  such  President  con- 
tinues to  represent  and  exercise  the 
appointing  power  of  the  govern- 
ment.—VII  Opinions  of  Attorney- 
General,  p.  582 ;  Heffter,  p.  414 ;  I 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  87. 
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(6.)  By  the  withdrawal,  or  cancellation,  of  his  Letters  of 
Credence  and  Full  PowePw 

(c.)  By  his  recall  at  the  outbreak  of  war;  or  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  the  duty  which  he  was  appointed  to  perform,  the 
expiration  of  his  term  of  office,  or  upon  his  promotion  or  re- 
moval to  another  sphere  of  duty. 

(d.)  By  his  removal,  which  may  be  voluntary,  or  forced  by 
the  g9vernment  to  which  he  is  sent. 

(e.)  By  death.'  - 

When  the  functions  of  an  ambassador  cease  for  any  cause 
his  departure  is  attended  by  formalities  similar  to  those  ob- 
served at  his  reception.  He  requests  an  audience  with  the 
sovereign,  at  which  he  presents  his  letters  of  recall..  If  normal 
relations  exist  between  the  two  governments,  formal  expres- 
sions of  regret  are  exchanged  at  this  interview.  In  strictness 
his  functions  and  privileges  cease  when  his  letter  of  recall  has 
been  presented.  Through  courtesy,  however,  the  immunities 
which  he  has  enjoyed  during  his  period  of  residence  are  ex- 
tended to  him  until  he  passes  the  frontier  of  the  state  on  his 
homeward  journey.  - 

The  Privileges  and  Immunities  of  Ambassadors.  To  the 
successful  and  efficient  performance  of  an  ambassador's  duties 
the  most  complete  personal  independence  and  freedom  of  ac- 
tion are  necessary.  This  immunity  lies  at  the  foundation  of 
the  system,  and  has  been  most  jealously  guarded  and  pre- 
served since  the  beginning  of  modern  diplomacy.^  It  was  rec- 
ognized by  the  nations  of  antiquity,  and  is  insisted  upon  as  a 
necessary  preliminary  to  intercourse  with  those  Eastern  coun- 
tries whose  standards  of  civilization  differ  so  widely  from  our 
own.*    It  is  illustrated  by  the  swiftness  with  which  nations 


>II  De  Martens,  p.  160;  Blunt- 
schli,  §i  227-240;  Heffter,  §  224;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  304-309;  Kltiber.  }§ 
227-230;  U  PhilHfnore,  Si  237-242. 

'  "  The  inviolability  of  a  public 
minister  —  or  the  protection  to 
which  he  has  a  more  sacred  and 
particular  claim  than  any  other 
person,  whether  native  or  foreigner 


— is  not  the  only  privilege  he 
enjoys;  the  universal  practice  of 
nations  allows  him,  moreover,  an 
entire  independence  of  the  juris- 
diction and  authority  of  the  state 
in  which  he  resides.  *  *  *  It  is  a 
matter  of  no  small  importance  that  ^.^ 
he  have  no  snares  to  apprehend--^*^' 
that  he  is  not  liable  to  be  diverted 
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have  always  resented  offences  against  the  persons  of  their 
ministers  and  diplomatic  agents/ 

The  Principle  or  Fiction  of  Exterritoriality.  From  the 
fact  of  the  inviolability  of  an  ambassador's  person,  the  fiction 
of  exterritoriality  h^^httn  deduced  to  account  for  and  explain 
the  various  exemptions  which  public  ministers  enjoy  in  for- 
eign countries.  This  principle  has  been  defined,  and  its  limita- 
tions have  been  pointed  out,  elsewhere.* 

This  immunity  is  both  personal  and  territorial.  Personal  in 
that  it  involves  an  exemption  of  his  person  from  the  civil  and 
criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  state  in  which  he  is  resident ;  ter- 
ritorial in  that  his  residence  or  hotel  is  presumed  to  be  a  part 
of  the  territory  of  the  state  which  he  represents.  In  strictness 
his  privileges  and  immunities  become  effective  when  he  enters 


from  his  functions  by  any  chican- 
ery— that  he  have  nothingf  to  hope, 
nothing  to  fear,  from  the  sovereign 
to  whom  he  is  sent.  In  order,  there- 
fore, to  the  success  of  his  ministry, 
he  must  be  independent  of  the  sov- 
ereign authority  and  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  country,  both  in  civil 
and  criminal  matters.** — Vattel,  liv. 
iv.  chap.  vii.  §  92 ;  Kltiber,  §  203 ; 
Wheaton,  J  224 ;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
§§  92-94 ;  Heffter,  §  212. 

The  act  of  February  i,  1876 
(19  Stat,  at  Laige,  p.  2),  contains 
the  requirements  that,  in  the  sev- 
eral provisions  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes relating  to  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  ambassadors  and 
public  ministers,  the  word  "min> 
ister  "  shall  be  understood  to  mean 
the  person  invested  with,  and  ex- 
ercising, the  principal  diplomatic 
functions.  The  word  "consul" 
shall  be  understood  to  mean  any 
person  invested  by  the  United 
states  with,  and  exercising,  the 
functions  of  consul-general,  vice 
consul-general,  consul,  or  vice- 
consul. 

'  An  ailront  to  an  ambassador  is 
just  cause  for  national  displeasure. 


and,  if  afforded  by  an  individual 
citizen,  satisfaction  is  demandable 
of  his  action.  It  is  usual  for  na- 
tions to  complain  of  insults  to  their 
ambassadors,  and  to  require  the 
parties  to  be  brought  to  punish- 
ment.—  Spanish  mmister's  case,  I 
Opinions  of  Attorney  -  General,  p. 
71,  Lee  (1797).  An  ambassador  or 
other  representative  of  one  nation 
residing  in  another  is  entitled  to  be 
treated  with  respect,  and  especial- 
ly ought  not  to  be  libelled  by  any 
of  the  citizens.  If  he  commits  arty 
offence,  it  belongs,  in  our  country, 
to  the  President  to  take  notice  of 
it,  and  not  to  any  individual  citi- 
zen.— Ibid.  Any  malicious  publi- 
cation tending  to  render  another 
ridiculous,  or  to  expose  him  to 
public  contempt  and  hatred,  is  a 
libel ;  and  in  the  case  of  a  foreign 
public  minister  the  municipal  law 
IS  strengthened  by  the  law  of  na- 
tions, which  secures  the  minister  a 
peculiar  protection,  not  only  from 
violence  but  also  from  insult.— Case 
of  British  minister,  I  Ibid.  p.  52, 
Bradford  (1794). 
•  See  pp.  74-90.  , 
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upon  the  performance  of  his  diplomatic  duties.  It  is  usual, 
however,  to  recognize  them  as  existing  so  soon  as  he  enters 
the  territory  of  the  state  to  which  he  is  accredited.  The  e:{|[- 
emption  which  an  ambassador  enjoys  extends  to  his  family,  to 
the  secretaries  and  other  attaches  and  employees  of  the  lega- 
tion, and  to  his  domestic  servants.  Some  question  has  arisen 
as  to  the  precise  extent  of  this  immunity  in  the  case  of  ser- 
vants, especially  when  they  are  natives  of  the  country  in  which 
the  minister  is  resident.'  Unquestionably  any  privilege  which 
a  servant  may  have  "  is  not  the  privilege  of  the  servant  him- 
self, but  of  the  ambassador,  and  is  based  on  the  ground  that  the 
arrest  of  the  servant  might  interfere  with  the  comfort  or  state 
of  the  ambassador."* 


>  Dana's  Wheaton,  {§  224-243, 
notes  128-130. 

'  II  Phillimore,  p.  227.  The  laws 
of  the  United  States  which  are  in- 
tended to  secure  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  ambassadors  and 
public  ministers  will  be  found  in 
the  following  sections  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes: 

Sec.  4062.  Every  person  who 
violates  any  safe-conduct  or  pass- 
port duly  obtained  and  issued  un- 
der authority  of  the  United  States, 
or  who  assaults,  strikes,  wounds, 
imprisons,  or  in  any  other  manner 
offers  violence  to  the  person  of  a 
public  minister,  in  violation  of  the 
law  of  nations,  shall  be  impris' 
oned  for  not  more  than  three 
years,  and  fined,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court. 

Sec.  4063.  Whenever  any  writ  or 
process  is  sued  out  or  prosecuted 
by  any  person  In  any  court  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  a  state,  or  by 
any  judge  or  justice,  whereby  the 
person  of  any  public  minister  of 
any  foreign  prince  or  state,  author- 
ized and  received  as  such  by  the 
President,  or  any  domestic  or  do- 
mestic servant  of  any  such  minister, 
is  arrested  or  imprisoned,  or  his 
goods  or  chattels  are  distrained, 


seized,  or  attached,  such  writ  or 
process  shall  be  deemed  void. 

Sec.  4064.  Whenever  any  writ  or 
process  is  sued  out  in  violation  of 
the  preceding  section,  every  person 
by  whom  the  same  is  obtained  or 
prosecuted,  whether  as  party  or  as 
attorney  or  solicitor,  and  every  of- 
ficer concerned  in  executing  it, 
shall  be  deemed  a  violator  of  the 
law  of  nations,  and  a  disturber  of 
the  public  repose,  and  shall  be  im- 
prisoned for  not  more  than  three 
years,  and  fined  at  the  discretion  of 
the  court. 

Sec.  4065.  The  two  preceding 
sections  shall  not  apply  to  any  case 
where  the  person  against  whom  the 
process  is  issued  is  a  citizen  or  in- 
habitant of  the  United  States,  in 
the  service  of  a  public  minister,  and 
the  process  is  founded  upon  a  debt 
contracted  before. he  entered  upon 
such  service ;  nor  shall  the  preced- 
ing section  apply  to  any  case  where 
the  person  against  whom  the  proc- 
ess is  issued  is  a  domestic  servant 
of  a  public  minister,  unless  the 
name  of  the  servant  has,  before 
the  issuing  thereof,  been  registered 
in  the  Department  of  State,  and 
transmitted  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  the  marshal  of  the  Dis- 
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Immunity  from  Criminal  Jurisdiction.  As  respects  crim- 
inal jurisdiction,  an  ambassador  is  exempt  from  criminal  pros- 
ecution, of  every  sort,  during  the  entire  period  of  his  residence 


trict  of  Columbia,  who  shall  upon 
receipt  thereof  post  the  same  in 
some  public  place  in  his  office. 

Sec.  4066.  All  persons  shall  have 
resort  to  the  list  of  names  so  post- 
ed in  the  marshal's  office,  and  may 
take  copies  without  fee.  —  See  also 
I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  92.  93 ;  Foreign 
Relations  of  the   United   States, 

»879.  PP  374»  375- 
The  laws  of  the  United  States 

which  punish  those  who  violate  the 
privileges  of  a  foreign  minister  are 
equally  obligatory  on  the  state 
courts  as  upon  those  of  the  United 
States,  and  it  is  equally  the  duty 
of  each  to  quash  the  proceedings 
against  any  one  having  such  priv- 
ileges.— Ex  parte  Cabrera,  I  Wash- 
ington, p.  232.  The  injured  party 
may  seek  his  redress  in  either 
court  against  the  aggressor,  or  he 
may  prosecute  under  the  twenty- 
sixth  section  of  the  law.  —  Ibid. 
The  mode  of  redress  for  a  per- 
son privileged  from  arrest  when 
arrested  is  by  motion  to  the 
court  from  which  the  process  is- 
sued. —  Lyell  vs,  Goodwin,  4  Mc- 
Lean, 29.  For  injuries  done  by 
private  persons  to  the  representa- 
tives of  foreign  governments,  the 
Government  of  the  United  States 
affords  redress  through  its  judicial 
tribunals.  The  Executive  Depart- 
ment has  no  power  to  redress  such 
injuries. — IX  Opinions  of  Attorney- 
General,  p.  7.  The  certificate  of 
the  Secretary  of  State,  dated  sub- 
sequently to  the  assault  and  bat- 
teiy,  is  the  best  evidence  to  prove 
the  diplomatic  character  of  a  per- 
son accredited  as  a  minister  by  the 
Government  of  the  United  States. 
—  The  United  States  vs,  William 
Liddle,  2  Washington,  205.  An 
indictment  under  the  act  q1  1790 


(l  Stat.  p.  1 18 ;  R.  S.  §  4062).  for  of- 
fering violence  to  the  person  of  a 
public  minister  is  not  a  case  "  af- 
fecting ambassadors  or  other  pub- 
lic ministers  and  consuls,"  within 
the  second  section  of  the  third  ar- 
ticle of  the  Constitution. — United 
States  vs.  Ortega,  1 1  Wheaton,  467. 
Any  malicious  publication  tending 
to  render  another  ridiculous,  or  to 
expose  him  to  public  contempt  and 
hatred,  is  a  libel ;  and  in  the  case 
of  a  foreign  public  minister  the 
municipal  law  is  stren^hened  by 
the  law  of  nations,  which  secures 
the  minister  a  peculiar  protection, 
not  only  from  violence  but  also 
from  insult.  -—Case of  British  min- 
ister, I  Opinions  of  Attorney-Gen- 
eral, p.  52,  Bradford  (1794).  An  af- 
front to  an  ambassador  is  just  cause 
for  national  displeasure,  and,  if  of- 
fered by  an  individual  citizen,  sat- 
isfaction is  demandable  of  his  na- 
tion. It  is  usual  for  nations  to 
complain  of  insults  to  their  am- 
bassadors, and  to  require  the  par- 
ties to  be  brought  to  punishment. 
— I  Opinions  oiAttorney-General, 
p.  71.  An  ambassador  or  other 
representative  of  one  nation  resid- 
ing in  another  is  entitled  to  be 
treated  with  respect,  and  especially 
ought  not  to  be  libelled  by  any  of 
the  citizens.  If  he  commits  any 
offence,  it  belongs,  in  our  country, 
to  the  President  to  take  notice  of 
it,  and  not  to  any 'individual  citi- 
zen.— Ibid.  The  arrest  (of  servants 
of  public  ministers)  is  regulated  by 
act  of  Congress ;  entering  a  public 
minister's  house  to  serve  an  execu- 
tion will  either  be  absorbed  in  the 
arrest,  as  being  necessarily  associ- 
ated with  it,  if  that  be  found  crim- 
inal, or,  if  an  arrest  be  admissible, 
must  be  punished,  if  at  all,  under 
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at  a  foreign  court.  -  A  crime  committed  against  the  person  of 
an  ambassador,  except  in  the  way  of  self-defence,  is  given  an 
aggravated  character/  and  is  punished  with  exceptional  sever- 


the  law  of  nations.  —  Ibid.  p.  26. 
The  arrest  of  the  domestic  servant 
of  a  public  minister  is  declared  il- 
legal by  the  act  concerning  crimes 
(I  Stat.  p.  1 17  ;  R.  S.  S  4063).  All 
process  lor  the  purpose  is  annulled, 
and  the  persons  concerned  in  the 
process  are  liable  to  fine  and  im- 
prisonment.—  Case  of  Van  Bcrc- 
kel's  servant,  I  Opinions  of  Attor- 
ney-General, p.  26,  Randolph  (1 792). 
If , however,  the  domestic  be  a  citizen 
or  inhabitant  of  the  United  States, 
and  shall  have  contracted,  prior  to 
his  entering  into  the  service  of  the 
minister,  debts  still  unpaid,  he  shall 
not  take  the  benefit  of  the  act.  — 
Ibid.  Nor  shall  any  person  be  pro- 
ceeded against  under  the  act  for 
such  arrest,  unless  the  name  of  the 
domestic  be  registered  in  the  Secre- 
tary of  State's  office  and  transmit- 
ted to  the  marshal  of  the  district  in 
which  Congress  shall  reside. — Ibid. 
Domestic  servants  of  a  foreign  min- 
ister are  not  liable  to  the  ordinary 
tribunals  of  the  country  for  mis- 
demeanors.— United  States  vs,  La- 
fontaine,  4  Cranch,  Cir.  Ct.  173. 
Any  person  who  executes  process 
on  a  foreign  minister  is  to  be 
deemed  an  officer  under  section  26 
of  the  act  of  1790  (I  Stat.  p.  117; 
R.  S.  S  4064.)  —  United  States  vs, 
Benner,  Baldwin,  234.  To  support 
an  indictment  under  this  law  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  defendant 
should  know  the  person  arrested 
to  be  a  foreign  minister.—- Ibid.  A 
foreign  minister  cannot  waive  his 
privileges  or  immunities ;  his  sub- 
mission or  consent  to  an  arrest  is 
no  justification. — Ibid.  An  assault 
committed  by  him  may  be  repelled 
in  self-defence,  but  does  not  justify 
an  arrest  on  process.  —  Ibid.  An 
attache  to  a  foreign  legation  is  a 


public  minister  within  the  act  of 
Congress. — Ibid.  A  certificate  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  under  seal 
of  office,  that  a  person  has  been 
recogrnized  by  the  Department  of 
State  as  a  foreign  minister,  is  full 
evidence  that  he  has  been  author- 
ized and  received  as  such  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States. — 
Ibid.  In  England  the  statute  mak- 
ing process  against  ambassadors 
and  public  ministers  void  was 
passed  after  the  arrest  of  the  Rus- 
sian ambassador  for  debt. — 7  Anne, 
chap.  12,  §  3.  It  has  been  held  in 
England  that  the  privilege  oper- 
ates to  protect  the  ambassador  to 
the  extent  of  preventing  him  from 
being  proceeded  against  in  a  man- 
ner that  may  ultimately  result  in 
coercion  in  respect  to  his  person, 
or  the  seizure  of  such  of  his  per- 
sonal effects  as  are  necessary  to  his 
comfort  and  dignity.  —  Taylor  vs. 
Best,  14  C.  B.  521.  For  the  sub- 
jection of  real  property  and,  in  cer- 
tain cases,  personal  property  owned 
by  public  ministers  to  obligations 
imposed  by  the  local  law,  see  I 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  95;  for  English 
cases,  see  Novel lo  vs,  Toogood,  i 
B  and  C.  562;  Gladstone  vs.  Mu- 
surus  Bey,  i  H.  and  M.  495. 

'  "  An  act  of  violence  done  to  a 
private  person  is  an  ordinary  trans- 
gression, which,  according  to  cir- 
cumstances, the  prince  may  pardon ; 
but,  if  done  to  a  public  minister,  it 
is  a  crime  of  state,  an  offence  against 
the  law  of  nations ;  and  the  power 
of  pardoning,  in  such  case,  does 
not  rest  with  the  prince  in  whose 
dominions  the  crime  has  been  com- 
mitted, but  with  him  who  has  been 
offended  in  the  person  of  his  rep- 
resentative. If,  however,  the  min- 
ister has  been  insulted  by  persons 
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ity  by  the  municipal  laws  of  every  state.'  The  only  exception 
to  the  immunity  which  a  minister  enjoys  in  this  respect  would 
arise  from  his  own  misconduct.  For  any  minor  violation  of 
propriety  the  government  to  which  he  is  accredited  may  signi- 
fy its  displeasure,  either  privately  to  the  minister  himself,  or 
to  his  government  in  the  diplomatic  way.  For  a  more  serious 
offence,  amounting  to  crime,  his  recall  may  be  demanded.^    If 


who  were  ignorant  of  his  charac- 
ter, the  offence  is  wholly  unconnect- 
ed with  the  law  of  nations,  and  falls 
within  the  class  of  ordinary  trans- 
ffressions.'*  — Vattcl,  liv.  iv.  chap, 
vii.  I  82. 

>Heffter,  §  214;  Bluntschli,  §S 
209-213;  Hall,  §  50;  Dana's  Whea- 
ton,  §  225, 226,  note  129;  Lawrence, 
Int.  Law,  $150;  I  Halleck,  pp.  278- 
287;  Kliiber,  §  211;  I  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §§  92, 93a.  Where  the  charg6 
d'affaires  had  a  large  party  at  his 
house,  and  a  transparent  painting  at 
his  window  at  which  a  mob  which 
had  collected  took  offence,  the  de- 
fendant fired  two  pistols  at  the 
window,  his  intention  being  to  de- 
stroy the  painting  without  doing 
tnjurv  to  the  person  of  the  minister 
or  of  any  one.  -  The  prisoner  was 
indicted  for  an  assault  upon  the 
charge  d'affaires  of  Russia,  and  for 
infracting  the  law  of  nations,  by 
offering  violence  to  the  person  of 
the  said  minister. — United  States 
vs.  Hand,  2  Washington,  435. 
Held,  the  law  of  nations  identifies 
the  property  of  a  foreign  minister, 
attached  to  his  person  or  in  his 
use,  with  his  person.  To  insult 
them  is  an  attack  on  the  minister 
and  his  sovereign,  and  it  appears 
to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
act  of  Congre^  to  punish  offences 
of  this  kind.— Ibid.  To  constitute 
an  offence  against  a  foreign  min- 
ister, the  defendant  must  have 
known  that  the  house  on  which 
the  attack  was  made  was  the  dom- 
icile of  a  minister,  otherwise  it  is 


only  an  offence  against  the  munic- 
ipal laws  of  the  state. — Ibid.  The 
law  is  the  same  in  the  case  of  a  de- 
fendant chaiged  with  an  assault  of 
a  minister  as  when  chained  with 
the  same  offence  against  a  citizen  ; 
and  if  the  minister  gave  the  first 
assault  the  defendant  will  be  ex- 
cused for  the  subsequent  battery 
though  he  was  a  minister. — United 
States  vs.  William  Liddle,  2  Wash- 
ington, 205.  Upon  an  indictment 
for  an  assault  committed  on  the 
charg6  d'affaires  of  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment, proof  that  the  person  as- 
saulted is  received  and  recognized 
by  the  Executive  of  the  United 
States  is  conclusive  as  to  his  pub- 
lic character,  and  that  he  is  entitled 
to  all  the  immunities  of  a  foreign 
minister.  — United  States  t/j.  Orte- 
ga, 4  Washington,  531.  If  a  foreign 
minister  commits  the  first  assault, 
he  forfeits  his  immunity  so  far  as  to 
excuse  the  defendant  for  returning 
it.  —  Ibid.  It  is  no  defence  upon 
such  indictment  that  defendant  was 
ignorant  of  the  public  character  of 
the  minister. — Ibid.  Domestic  ser- 
vants of  a  foreign  minister  are  not 
liable  to  the  ordinary  tribunals  of 
the  country  for  misdemeanors. — 
United  States  vs.  Lafontaine,  4 
Cranch,  C.  Ct.  173.  It  is  a  breach 
of  diplomatic  privilege  for  an  offi- 
cer of  justice  to  enter  the  dwelling- 
house  of  a  secretary  of  legation, 
and  there  to  seize  a  runaway  slave ; 
and  for  so  doing  the  officer  will  be 
removed. — United  States t'x.  Jeff ers, 
4  Cranch,  C.  Ct.  704. 
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the  request  be  not  acceded  to,  he  may  be  summarily  dismissed, 
or  notified  to  quit  the  territory  of  the  offended  state.  For 
crime  of  an  aggravated  sort,  amounting  to  treason,  or  a  trea- 
sonable conspiracy  against  the  government,  he  is  deemed  to 
have  forfeited  his  immunity,  and  may  be  forcibly  expelled ; 
but  he  may  never  be  subjected  to  criminal  prosecution  in  the 
state  in  which  he  resides  in  the  character  of  ambassador.' 

Immunity  from  Civil  Jurisdiction.  A  similar  immunity 
from  civil  jurisdiction  is  sanctioned  by  the  general  usage  of 
nations.  An  ambassador,  in  his  public  character,  is  exempt 
from  the  service  of  process,  and  suits  against  him  can  only 
be  brought  in  the  courts  of  his  own  country.  His  furniture 
and  other  movable  property  are  exempt  from  taxation,  and 
from  seizure  in  execution  of  judgment.  This  immunity,  how- 
ever, only  attaches  to  him  in  his  diplomatic  capacity^  It  does 
not  extend  to  any  other  interests  he  may  have  in  the  state  in 
which  he  is  resident ;  and,  as  a  merchant,  trustee,  or  executor, 
his  property  is  subject  to  the  local  law.  If  he  waives  his  dip- 
lomatic privilege  and  submits  himself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
local  courts  by  appearing  in  them  as  a  party  to  a  cause,  he 
must  abide  by  their  decision.  It  has  been  held,  however,  that 
a  judgment  against  him  can  only  be  satisfied  out  of  property 
held  by  him  in  his  private  capacity.* 


'  In  what  cases  a  minister^  by  in- 
fract! ns^  the  laws  of  the  country  in 
which  he  resides,  may  subject  him- 
self to  other  punishments  than 
those  inflicted  by  his  own  sover- 
eign, is  an  inquiry  foreign  to  the 
present  purpose.  If  his  crimes  be 
such  as  to  render  him  amenable  to 
local  jurisdiction,  it  must  be  be- 
cause they  forfeit  the  privileges 
annexed  to  his  character;  and  the 
minister,  by  violating  the  condi- 
tions under  which  he  was  received 
as  the  representative  of  a  foreign 
sovereign,  has  surrendered  the  im- 
munities granted  on  those  condi- 
tions; or,  according  to  the  true 
meaning  of  the  original  assent,  has 


ceased  to  be  entitled  to  them. — 
Schooner  Exchange  vs.  McFaddon, 
7  Cranch,  ii6[i39l.  During  the 
reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  three  am- 
bassadors of  foreign  powers  were 
detected  in  plots  for  the  assassina- 
tion or  dethronement  of  the  queen. 
In  two  cases,  those  of  the  Scotch 
and  Spanish  ambassadors,  the  of- 
fenders were  ordered  to  leave  the 
kingdom;  in  the  other  no  action 
was  taken.  For  other  cases,  see 
Walker,  Int.  Law,  part  ii.  chap.  iii. 
S  26;  II  Phillimore.  §§  156-171. 

•Heffter.§2i5:  Bluntschli,S§2i8- 
221;  Dana's  Wheaton,§S  224-226;  I 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  92. 93 ;  I  Twiss.  fS 
21D,  217 ;  Kltiber,  §§  209-214. 
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Immunity  of  an  Ambassador's  Hotel.  If  the  principle  of 
exterritoriality  were  of  invariable  application,  it  would  follow 
that,  since  his  house  and  premises  are  held  to  be  part  of  the 
territory  of  the  state  which  he  represents,  his  jurisdiction  over 
them  would  be  complete  and  exclusive  as  regards  the  author- 
ity of  the  government  to  which  he  is  accredited.  This  is  not 
the  case,  however.  If  a  crime  be  committed  by  a  person  of 
his  suite  against  a  foreigner,  the  offender  may  be  arrested  or 
detained  by  the  minister,  and  held  subject  to  the  extradition 
process,  or  sent  home  for  trial ;  or,  with  the  consent  of  the 
minister's  government,  he  may  be  surrendered  for  trial  in  the 
local  courts.  A  crime  committed  by  one  person  of  his  suite 
against  another  is  justiciable  only  in  the  courts  of  the  min- 
ister's country.  Nor  can  an  ambassador's  house  be  made  an 
asylum  for  criminals.  The  surrender  of  an  offender  who 
takes  refuge  there  may  be  demanded,  and  if  denied  he  may 
be  forcibly  removed.  The  privilege  of  an  ambassador  is  thus 
seen  to  be,  to  a  certain  extent,  negative  in  character.  The 
law  of  nations  secures  to  him  such  personal  immunity  as  is 
necessary  to  the  proper  and  adequate  performance  of  his 
duties.  It  also  guarantees  to  him  such  honors  and  privileges 
as  befit  the  representative  of  a  sovereign  state.*     But  no  such 


1  Even  the  house  of  a  foreign 
minister  cannot  be  made  an  asylum 
for  a  guilty  citizen,  nor  is  it  appre- 
hended a  prison  for  an  innocent 
one.  And,  though  it  be  exempt 
from  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of 
the  country,  yet,  m  such  cases,  re- 
course would  be  had  to  the  inter- 
position of  the  extraordinary  pow- 
er of  the  state.— I  Opin.  Atty.-Gen. 
S.  47;  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  ch.  ix.  §  ii8; 
:iilber,  §  208;  Bluntschli,  J  200; 
Calvo,  §  555  ;  Hall,  §  52;  II  Philli- 
more,  §§  204.  205 ;  Heifter,  §  216. 

The  charge  d'affaires  appointed 
by  Dom  Miguel,  of  Portugal,  com- 
menced an  action  in  trover  in  the 
state  court  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
1829.  against  the  late  charge  to  re- 
cover the  archives  and  property  of 


the  legation,  and  the  late  charg6 
was  arrested  and  imprisoned  in  de- 
fault of  bail.  On  a  motion  to  quash 
the  process  it  was  held  : 

1.  That  the  recognition  of  a  for- 
eign minister  is  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  authenticity  and  validity  of 
his  credentials. 

2.  Where  a  diplomatic  represent- 
ative announces  the  cessation  of 
his  functions  by  reason  of  a  change 
of  authority  in  his  country,  and 
obtains  his  passports,  he  has  not 
waived  his  privilege  as  a  returning 
minister,  and  the  process  should  be 
quashed. 

3.  Such  a  suit,  as  in  this  case,  is 
no  evidence  that  the  sovereign  has 
deprived  the  charge  of  his  privilege, 
even  if  it  were  competent  so  to  da 
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privilege  or  immunity  attaches  to  him  when  committing  a 
crime  or  doing  a  wrongful  act,  and  he  may  be  restrained,  if 
need  be  by  force,  if  he  attempts  to  commit  a  crime  against 
the  person  or  property  of  another.  In  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  self-defence  he  may  be  resisted,  and  wounded,  or  even 
killed,  by  the  person  whom  he  has  assaulted,  and  this  without 
giving  cause  of  complaint  to  the  government  which  employs 
him. 

Cases  Against  Public  Ministers,  where  Triable*  While 
the  immunities  accorded  to  public  ministers  are  of  the  most 
extensive  and  important  character,  amounting,  in  fact,  to  an 


— Torladez/j.Barrozo,  i  Miles  (Pa.), 
366.  The  attorney  who  issued  the 
capias  was  thereupon  indicted  un- 
der the  act  of  Congress  and  tried 
in  the  Federal  court.  The  case 
went  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  on  a  difference  of 
opinion*  and  a  nolle  prosequi  was 
entered  by  direction  of  the  Presi- 
dent.— United  States  vs,  Phillips,  6 
Peters.  776. 

Nitchenqff^s  Case.  In  1867,  one 
NitchenofL  a  Russian  subject,  en- 
tered the  notel  of  the  Russian  am- 
bassador in  Paris,  in  the  absence 
of  the  ambassador,  and  killed  one 
of  the  legationary  attaches.  The 
French  police  were  called  in  and 
arrested  the  offender.  The  Rus- 
sian ambassador  demanded  the  sur- 
render of  Nitchenoff  with  a  view  to 
his  being  sent  to  Russia  for  trial. 
The  French  Government  declined 
to  honor  this  demand  on  the  ground 
that  the  hotel  of  an  ambassador 
did  not  furnish  an  asylum  to  a 
stranger  committing  an  offence 
within  its  premises.  For  other 
cases,  see  Hall,  §  53,  and  II  Philli- 
more,  pp.  192-227.  The  persons 
and  household  goods  of  foreign 
ambassadors,  and  of  those  who  are 
attached  to  their  respective  lega- 
tions, are  exempt  from  lawful  ar- 
rest, seizure,  or  molestation,  as  well 


by  the  law  of  nations  as  by  the  act 
of  April  30,  1790,  section  28  (i  Stat. 
118;  R.  S.  §  4062.)  It  is,  therefore, 
unlawful  for  the  keeper  of  a  hotel 
in  Washington,  with  whom  an  at- 
tach6  of  the  legation  of  France  is 
a  boarder,  to  oppose  by  force,  in 
any  manner,  the  removal  therefrom 
of  any  of  his  personal  effects. — V 
Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  69.  Yet  it  is 
not  incumbent  on  the  Secretary  of 
State  to  interfere  in  such  cases. 
The  act  of  Congress,  which  de- 
nounces the  act  and  prescribes  the 
penalty,  refers  them  to  the  judici- 
ary.—  II  Ibid.  p.  290.  A  foreign 
minister  cannot  waive  his  privileges 
or  immunities ;  his  submission  or 
consent  to  an  arrest  is  no  justifica- 
tion.— U.  S.  vs.  Benner,  Baldwin, 
234.  An  assault  committed  by  him 
maybe  repelled  in  self-defence,  but 
does  not  justify  an  arrest  on  proc- 
ess.— Ibia.  An  attach^  to  a  foreign 
legation  is  a  public  minister  witn- 
in  the  act  of  Congress. — Ibid.  A 
certificate  by  ,the  Secretary  of 
State,  under  seal  of  office,  that  a 
person  has  been  recognized  by  the 
Department  of  State  as  a  foreign 
minister,  is  full  evidence  that  he 
has  been  authorized  and  received 
as  such  by  the  President  of  thcj 
United  States. — Ibid. 
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has  usually  been  afforded  only  in  cases  of  individuals  whose 
lives  were  in  actual  danger  from  mob  violence,  and  has  been 
limited  in  point  of  time  to  a  particular  day,  as  to  the  sailing  of 
a  particular  steamer.  With  a  view  to  the  suppression  of  the 
practice,  the  Government  of  the  United  States  suggested,  in 
1870,  that  the  great  powers  should  combine  in  instructing 
their  diplomatic  agents  to  refuse  such  asylum  in  the  future; 
but  this  effort  did  not  meet  with  success.' 

Military  and  Naval  Attaches.  The  practice  of  assigning 
officers  of  the  army  and  navy  of  a  state  to  duty  as  military  and 
naval  attaches  at  its  principal  legations,  though  relatively  re- 
cent in  origin,  has  become  quite  general.  These  officers  are 
detailed  and  assigned  to  duty  by  the  head  of  the  state  which 
they  represent,  and  are  placed  on  a  similar  footing,  in  respect 
to  privilege,  as  is  occupied  by  the  other  attaches  of  the  lega- 
tion. Their  duties  are  neither  uniform  nor  well  defined ;  but 
consist  in  the  observation  of  current  military  events  in  the 
state  to  which  they  are  accredited.  They  make  such  reports 
as  are  required  by  the  regulations  or  orders  of  the  state  which 
they  represent  in  a  military  capacity.*  There  is  no  fixed  rule 
as  to  the  channels  through  which  these  reports  shall  be  sub- 
mitted, although,  as  the  minister  is  responsible  for  the  conduct 
and  policy  of  the  legation  and  for  the  official  conduct  of  his 
attaches  and  subordinates,  it  would  seem  proper  that  such 
papers  should  pass  through  his  hands.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
however,  this  is  not  always,  nor  even  usually  the  case.  As  it 
is  a  part  of  the  duty  of  attaches  to  obtain  military  informa- 
tion in  the  state  in  which  they  reside,  there  have  been  in- 
stances in  which  considerable  friction  has  arisen  in  respect  to 
the  character  and  contents  of  the  reports  submitted  by  them  to 
their  governments,  and  the  sources  from  which  the  informa- 

'Hall,  §  52.    See  also,  for  recent  chap.  ix.  $§  118,  119;  Bluntschli,  §$ 

cases.   Foreign    Relations   of   the  200,  202 ;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§  104- 

United   States,  1876.  pp.  338-344;  107. 

1878,  p.  443 ;  1879.  pp.  570,  576,  582 ;  •  Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 

1885,  p.  207;  1886,  p.  530;  1890,  p.  States.  1879,  p.  906;   Dientzvj.  La 

522;   1895,  pp.  245,  246;    1896,  p.  Jara,  Trib.  Civ.  de  la  Seine,  July 

381 ;  Kliiber.  |  208;  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  31,  1878;  Bar,  p.  617. 
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tion  has  been  obtained,  in  consequence  of  which  the  recall  of 
particular  attaches  has  been  demanded. 

In  time  of  war  military  and  naval  officers  are  sometimes 
specially  assigned,  or  accredited,  to  the  belligerent  powers, 
with  a  view  to  their  being  permitted  to  accompany  armies  in 
the  field,  in  order  to  observe  the  details  of  the  military  opera- 
tions. These  officers,  unless  formally  attached  to  the  legation 
at  the  capital  of  the  belligerent  state,  are  entirely  without  the 
diplomatic  character.  Their  functions  are  restricted  to  the 
observation  of  the  military  operations,  in  which  they  are  for- 
bidden to  assist  or  take  active  part.  If  captured,  not  having 
the  enemy  character,  they  cannot  be  placed  in  the  status  of 
prisoners  of  war ;  but  they  may  be  detained  by  the  belliger- 
ent into  whose  hands  they  fall  if  their  release,  immediately 
after  capture,  would  lead  to  a  disclosure  of  his  plans,  or  con- 
vey to  the  enemy  any  information  as  to  his  strength,  positions, 
or  movements. 

Consuls:  Consular  Jurisdiction 

History  of  the  Consular  Function.  Consuls  are  persons 
appointed  by  the  government  of  a  state  to  represent  its  com- 
mercial interests,  and  those  of  its  subjects,  in  the  principal 
ports  of  other  nations. 

The  practice  of  maintaining  consular  representatives  in  for- 
eign ports  and  commercial  cities  dates  back  to  the  very  be- 
ginning of  modern  commerce.  It  was  developed  among  the 
commercial  cities  of  the  Mediterranean,  and  grew  out  of  the 
exigencies  and  necessities  of  their  intercourse  with  the  Levan- 
tine cities,  whose  forms  of  government  and  systems  of  law  were 
radically  different  from  their  own.  The  ships  of  foreign  mer- 
chants were  held  to  be  navigated  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
nation  whose  flag  they  carried ;  and  the  general  practice  was 
for  vessels  engaged  in  long  sea  voyages,  some  of  which  occu- 
pied a  period  of  not  less  than  three  years,  to  have  on  board  a 
magistrate,  whose  duty  it  was  to  administer  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try of  the  flag  among  all  on  board,  not  merely  while  the  ves- 
sel was  on  the  high  seas,  but  while  she  was  in  a  foreign  port. 
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loading  or  unloading  cargo.  This  magistrate  was  termed  the 
alderman  in  the  ports  of  the  North  and  Baltic  seas,  while  in 
the  Mediterranean  ports  he  was  designated  by  the  familiar 
name  of  consul^  and  was  the  precursor  of  the  resident  com« 
mercial  consul,  who  continues  in  the  present  day  to  exercise 
within  merchant  ships  of  his  own  nationality,  notwithstanding 
they  are  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  another  state,  a 
portion  of  the  personal  jurisdiction  formerly  exercised  by  the 
ship's  consul.  The  exercise  of  this  consular  jurisdiction  re- 
quires no  fiction  of  exterritoriality  to  support  it.  -  Its  limits 
are  either  regulated  by  commercial  treaties,  or,  where  it  has 
originated  in  charter  privileges,  it  is  now  held  to  rest  upon 
custom.' 

The  institution  had  become  fully  established,  in  much  the 
same  form  as  it  now  exists,  at  the  end  of  the  twelfth  century, 
at  which  time  Venice  was  represented  in  the  East  by  consuls 
at  Constantinople,  Aleppo,  Jerusalem,  and  Alexandria.  The 
Eastern  Empire  maintained  a  consul  at  Marseilles,  and  for- 
eign consulates  had  long  been  established  and  recognized  at 
the  port  of  Barcelona,  in  Spain.  These  early  consuls  per- 
formed many  of  the  duties  of  modern  ambassadors,  and  had 
something  of  their  inviolable  character.  As  a  result  of  the 
general  establishment  of  permanent  missions  in  Europe  in  the 
seventeenth  century,  an  important  change  was  made  in  the 
consular  function  in  all  the  states  of  the  West.  The  diplo- 
matic duties  were  transferred  to  the  class  of  public  ministers, 
to  whom  the  character  of  inviolability  was  attached;  and 
there  remained  to  the  consuls  a  class  of  duties  of  a  com- 
mercial character,  closely  resembling  those  which  they  now 
perform.  In  the  Levant,  however,  where  no  permanent  mis- 
sions were  established,  consuls  continued  to  enjoy  their  old 

'  Consuls,  as  international  com-  in  Italy. — VII  Opinions  of  Attor- 

mercial  agents,  originated  in  the  ney-General.p.342.  See  also  an  ar- 

colonial  municipalities  of  the  Latin  tide  on  the  history  of  the  consular 

Christians   in   the  Levant,  which  office  in  the  English  £a«/ il/<(>^aj?/>r/ 

municipalities  were  self-governing  for  February.  1876 ;  I  Twiss.  §  223  ; 

through   their  "consuls,    the  an-  I  Halleck,  pp.  310.  311. 
cient  title  of  municipal  magistrates 
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powers  and  privileges;  these,  to  a  great  extent,  they  still 
retain.' 

Classification  of  Consuls.  Consular  officials  are  usually 
classified  into  consuls -general,  consuls,  vice-consuls,  and  con- 
sular agents^^andleach  gfatfYty-^^g  "r^"n<^?pai  law^  detennines 
theTnafiner  of  appointment,  the  tenure  of  office,  and  the  spe^ 
cial  duties  of  its  consular  representatives  in  foreign  ports.  •  In 
this  way  a  state  may  confer  upon  its  consuls  such  power  and 
jurisdiction  as  it  wishes  them  to  exercise,  provided  such  exer- 
cise of  jurisdiction  is  sanctioned  by  the  usage  of  nations,  or 
has  been  conceded  by  treaty.  In  the  Christian  states  of  Eu- 
rope and  America  consuls  have  none  of  the  privileges  and 
immunities  of  ambassadors.  In  the  Levant,  however,  in  many 
Asiatic  and  African  ports,  and  in  the  islands  of  the  sea,  they 
perform  the  duties  and  are  entitled  to  the  exemption  of  pub- 
lic ministers.  ' 

By  whom  Appointed.  Consuls  are  appointed  by  the  sover- 
eign, or  chief  executive  authority  of  the  state  which  they  rep- 
resent, subject  to  such  restrictions  in  the  matter  of  citizenship, 
character,  and  qualifications  as  are  determined  by  its  municipal 
laws.  They  are  provided  with  commissions,  or  letters  of  ap- 
pointment, which  are  submitted,  through  their  ministers,  to  the 
Department  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  state  in  which  they  are 
to  perform  consular  duty.  If  that  government  consents  to 
recognize  them  in  the  capacity  of  consuls,  an  exequatur  is  is- 
sued, upon  the  receipt  of  which  they  are  authorized  to  enter 
upon  the  performance  of  their  duties.  For  misconduct  or 
crime,  or  for  acts  in  excess  of  their  jurisdiction,  the  exequatur 
may  be  withdrawn  or  revoked  at  any  time ;  and  if  this  action 
be  taken  for  just  and  sufficient  cause,  the  government  of  the 
state  which  the  consul  represents  will  have  no  reasonable 
ground  of  complaint.* 

*  II  Pbillimore,  pp.  258-262;  I  exequatur  of  the  French  consul  at 
Halleck,  pp.  310,  311;  Heffter,  {§  Boston  was  withdrawn  for  having 
244,  24$ ;  Dainese  vs.  Hale,  91  U.  §.  taken  part  in  an  attempt  to  rescue 
13;  I  Lorimer,  chap.  vii.  a  vessel  out  of  the  hands  of  the 

*  This  procedure  is  by  no  means  United  States  marshal,  which  had 
uncommon.    In  October,  1793,  ^^^  been  brought  in  as  a  French  prize. 
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Manner  of  Appointment  in  the  United  States.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  United  States  Consular  Establishment  are  arranged 
into  three  principal  classes — consuls-general,  consuls,  and  com- 
mercial agents.'  They  are  appointed  by  the  President  with  the 
consent  of  the  Senate.  'They  receive  fixed  salaries,  augmented 
in  certain  cases  by  fees,  and  those  whose  salaries  exceed  one 


but  upon  which  process  had  been 
served  at  the  suit  of  the  British 
consul,  who  claimed  that  she  had 
been  illegally  captured  in  the  neu- 
tral waters  of  the  United  States. — 
Hildreth,  History  of  the  U.  S.  vol. 
iv.  p.  437;  f  Dig-  Int.  Law,  §§  113. 
114,  115,  116.  Another  and  more 
remarkable  case  occurred  in  1861. 
In  order  to  protect  British  com- 
merce. Her  Majesty's  Government 
was  desirous  that  the  Confederate 
states  should  observe  the  last  three 
articles  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris ; 
accordingly  Mr.  Bunch,  the  British 
consul  at  Charleston,  S.  C,  was  in- 
structed to  communicate  this  desire 
to  the  Confederate  authorities.  The 
United  States  thereupon  demanded 
that  Mr.  Bunch  should  be  removed 
from  his  office,  on  the  ground  that 
the  law  of  the  United  States  forbade 
any  person,  not  specially  appointed, 
from  counselling,  advising,  or  in- 
terfering in  any  political  corre- 
spondence with  the  government  of 
any  foreign  state  in  relation  to  any 
disputes  or  controversies  with  the 
United  States.  It  was  contended 
that  Mr.  Bunch  should  have  known 
of  the  existence  of  this  law,  and 
should  have  communicated  it  to  his 
government  before  obeying  their  in- 
structions. It  was  also  urged  that 
the  proper  agents  to  make  known 
the  wishes  of  a  foreign  government 
were  its  diplomatic,  and  not  its 
consular,  officers.  On  these  grounds 
Mr.  Bunch's  exequatur  was  with- 
drawn.— Boyd's  Wheaton,  p.  305  ; 
United  States  Diplomatic  Corre- 
spondence, 1862,  p.  I. 


'  Section  1690  Revised  Statutes ; 
I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  $§113,  114.  The 
duties  of  consular  officers  of  the 
United  States  are  determined  in 

gart  by  municipal  law  and  in  part 
y  treaty  stipulations,  and  by  the 
requirements  of  the  law  of  nations.* 
They  are  reauired  to  act  in  behalf 
of  owners  of  stranded  vessels,^  to 
receive  from  the  masters  of  Ameri- 
can vessels,  upon  their  arrival  in 
port,  their  registers,  sea-letters,  and 
Mediterranean  passports,  and  to  re- 
turn them  when  a  proper  clearance 
has  been  obtained,  by  such  masters, 
from  the  port  authorities.*  They 
are  required  to  make  reclamation 
of  deserters  from  merchant  vessels, 
and,  when  treaty  stipulations  au- 
thorize it,  to  demand  from  the  local 
authorities  such  assistance  as  they 
may  need  to  effect  their  capture 
and  return.*  They  are  also  re- 
quired to  certify  invoices  of  mer- 
chandise which  it  is  proposed  to 
import  into  the  United  States,  and 
to  rec^uire  satisfactory  evidence,  by 
oath  if  need  be,  of  their  correct- 
ness.* They  are  to  keep  lists  of 
seamen  shipped  and  discharged  by 
them,  and  of  vessels  arrived  and 

•  Halleck,  vol.  i.  pp.  315,  316,  gives 
a  full  list  of  the  legal  and  acting  titles 
of  United  States  consuls.  For  fuller 
information  as  to  their  powers  and 
duties,  see  the  ofBcial  Regulations  Pre* 
scribed  for  the  Consular  Service  of  the 
United  States.  Washington,  December 
31,  1896.  *>  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  §  4238.  *  Ibid.  §§  4309, 
4310.     «*  Ibid.   §§  4598-4600.     •  Re- 
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thousand  dollars  per  annum  are  forbidden  to  engage  in  trade. 
Consular  positions  of  the  highest  class  can  only  be  filled  by 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  Their  general  duties  are  ascer- 
tained and  fixed  by  law.  The  President  is  empowered  to  de- 
fine the  territorial  limits  of  the  different  consulates,  and  to 
make  all  needful  regulations  for  the  consular  service.' 

The  Duties  of  Consuls.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  consular  rep- 
resentatives of  a  state  to  watch  over  its  commercial  interests, 
to  supervise  the  execution  of  commercial  treaties,  and  to  assist, 
by  interference  and  counsel,  such  of  their  fellow -citizens  as 
may  be  sojourning,  either  permanently  or  temporarily,  at  the 
place  of  their  official  residence.  They  are  authorized  to  adjust 
disputes  arising  on  board  vessels  of  their  own  nation,  to  hear 
and  act  upon  complaints  of  members  of  their  crews,  to  issue 
and  countersign  passports  to  their  fellow-citizens,  to  authenti- 
cate the  judgments  of  foreign  courts  by  their  consular  seal, 
and,  if  the  local  laws  permit,  to  act  as  administrators  upon  the 
estates  of  decedents  of  their  own  nationality^  They  are  also 
authorized  to  register  births,  marriages,  and  deaths,  and  may 
solemnize  marriages  when  the  contracting  parties  are  of  the 
same  nationality  as  themselves,  unless  forbidden  to  do  so  by 
the  municipal  law  of  their  own  states,  or  that  of  the  state  in 
which  they  officially  reside'.  They  are  permitt^  to  exercise  a 
certain  voluntary  jurisdiction  over  their  fellow-citizens  in  cases 


cleared,  with  an  account  of  the  nat- 
ure and  value  of  their  cargoes.' 
They  arc  to  care  for  destitute  sea- 
men, and  to  cause  the  same  to  be 
transported  to  the  United  States,' 
and  are  to  procure  and  transmit  to 
the  State  Department  such  authen- 
tic commercial  information  respect- 
ing the  country  in  which  they  re- 
side as  may  be  required  by  the 
head  of  that  department.^  They 
are  authorized  to  solemnize  mar- 
riages between  persons  who  would 
be  permitted  by  law  to  marry  if 
resident  in  the  Uistrict  of  Colum- 
bia,* and  may  take  possession,  in 
certain  cases,  of  the  personal  estates 


of  any  citizen  of  the  United  States 
who  may  die  within  their  consular 
jurisdiction  leaving  no  legal  repre- 
sentatives. They  may  sell  such  of 
this  property  as  is  of  a  perishable 
nature  to  pay  debts  due  from  the 
estate,  transmitting  the  residue  to 
the  Treasury  of  the  United  States.^ 
>  Section  1752  Revised  Statutes. 
This  power  was  last  exercised  by 
President  Cleveland  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  a  volume  of  Consular  Keg- 
ulations,  bearing  date  December 
31.  1896. 

'  Ibid.  §  1708.    « Ibid.  §  4577.   I*  Ibid. 
§1712.     ^bid.  §4082.    Mbid.§i709. 
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with  which  the  local  law  has  no  concern ;  but  no  contentious 
jurisdiction  can  be  exercised  over  their  fellow-countrymen 
without  the  express  permission  of  the  state  in  which  they  re- 
side, and  no  Christian  state  has,  as  yet,  permitted  the  criminal 
jurisdiction  of  foreign  consuls.' 

Privileges  of  Consuls.  Although  consuls,  as  such,  are  not 
clothed  with  the  diplomatic  character,  and  are,  for  that  reason, 
not  entitled  to  any  of  the  peculiar  immunities  which  attach  to 
diplomatic  office,  they  nevertheless  enjoy  certain  privileges 
which  are  sanctioned  by  the  general  usage  and  practice  of  na- 
tions, and  are,  therefore,  recognized  as  rules  of  international 
law.,.  They  are  entitled  in  general  to  such  privilege  and  free- 
dom of  movement  as  are  necessary  to  enable  them  to  properly 
perform  the  duties  intrusted  to  their  charge;  they  are  also 
presumed  to  be  entitled  to  all  the  powers  and  privileges  which 
their  predecessors  have  enjoyed,  and  may  properly  claim  any 


*  II  Phillimore,  f  249.  No  for- 
eign power  can,  of  right,  institute  or 
erect  any  court  of  judicature  of  any 
kind,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States,  but  such  only  as 
may  be  warranted  by  and  be  in 
pursuance  of  treaties.  The  admi- 
ralty jurisdictioik  which  has  been 
exercised  in  the  united  States  by 
consuls  of  France,  not  beine  so  war- 
ranted, is  not  of  right. — €lass  vs. 
Sloop  Betsey^  3  Dallas,  6.  The  prin- 
ciples of  international  law,  as  they 
are  recognized  in  Europe,  afford  no 
warrant  for  the  exercise  of  judicial 
powers  by  consuls,  but  the  rights 
and  duties  of  those  functionaries 
depend,  both  for  their  authority 
and  extent,  upon  the  treaties  sul>- 
sisting  between  the  governments 
exchanc^ng  this  species  of  com- 
mercial agent.— II  Opin.  Att.-Gen. 
p.  378.  Forei^  consuls  are  entitled 
to  no  immunities  beyond  those  en- 
joyed by  foreigners  coming  in  a 
private  capacity  to  this  country, 
except  that  of  being  sued  and  pros- 
ecuted exclusively  in  the  Federal 


courts.  Whenever  a  foreign  con- 
sul is  guilty  of  illegal  or  improper 
conduct,  he  becomes  liable  to  a 
revocation  of  his  exequatur,  and  to 
be  punished  according  to  our  laws, 
or  be  may  be  sent  back  to  his  own 
country,  at  the  discretion  of  our 
government. -^  II  Ibid.  p.  725.  A 
consul,  though  a  public  agent,  is 
supposed  to  be  clothed  with  author- 
ity only  for  commercial  purposes. 
He  has  an  undoubted  right  to  in- 
terpose claims  for  the  restitution  of 
property  belonging  to  subjects  of 
nis  own  country,  but  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  him,  without  the  special 
authority  of  his  government,  to  in- 
terpose a  claim  on  account  of  the 
violation  of  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion of  his  country. — The  Anne,  3 
Wheaton,  435.  A  consul  of  a  for- 
eign power,  though  not  entitled  to 
represent  his  sovereign  in  a  coun- 
try where  the  sovereign  has  an  am- 
bassador, is  entitled  to  intervene 
for  all  subjects  of  that  power  inter- 
ested.— Robson  vs,  the  Huntress,  2 
Wallace,  Jr.,  59. 
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right  exercised  by  a  consul  of  another  nation,  unless  such 
right  is  based  upon  treaty  stipulations.  They  are  generally 
regarded  as  exempt  from  arrest  for  political  reasons,  and  are 
not  subject  to  personal  imposts,  or  liable  to  the  performance 
of  personal  services ;  they  are  also  exempt  from  the  quarter- 
ing of  troops,  and,  in  general,  from  such  restrictions  as  are 
calculated  to  interfere  with  the  efficient  performance  of  their 
consular  duties.  They  are  usually  permitted  to  place  their 
national  flags  and  coats-of-arms  over  their  offices,  and  in  most 
states  their  archives  are  regarded  as  inviolable.' 

They  may  engage  in  business,  if  the  municipal  law  of  their 
own  country  permits  them  to  do  so,  and  may  be  prohibited 
from  so  doing  by  the  same  authority.  They  are  in  all  respects 
amenable  to  the  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction  of  the  state  in 
which  they  are  resident,  unless  exempted  therefrom  by  treaty 
stipulations.  They  may  sue  or  be  sued  in  its  courts,  they  are 
subject  to  service  of  process,  both  civil  and  criminal,  and  judg- 
ments obtained  against  them  may  be  satisfied  out  of  their  pri- 
vate property.' 


>  II  Philltmore,  §  246;  I  Twiss,  f 
223;  Laurence,  Int.  Law,  §  148; 
Hall,§  105 ;  vol.xz.  Revue  de  Droit 
International,  pp.  229-245, 305, 609; 
xxii.  ibid.  pp.  336-348;  I  Lorimer, 
chap.  vii. ;  I  Halleck,  p.  315. 

•Hall.  S  105,  p.  318;  I  Halleck, 
pp.  31  ^-324 ;  II  Phillimore,  pp.  296- 
300;  1  Twiss,  pp.  378-380 ;  I  Wild- 
man,  p.  130;  Manning,  pp.  113, 114; 
I  Dig.  Int.  Law,{§  120-123.  A  con- 
sul is  not  entitled  b)r  the  law  of  na- 
tions to  the  immunities  and  privi- 
l^;es  of  an  ambassador  or  public 
mmister.  He  is  liable  to  civil 
suits,  like  any  other  individual,  in 
the  tribunals  of  the  country  in 
which  he  resides.  —  Gettings  vs, 
Crawford,  Taney,  i.  A  consul  is 
not  a  public  minister,  nor  entitled 
to  the  privileges  attached  to  the 
person  of  such  an  officer.— I  Opin. 
Att.-Gen.  p.  41.  Foreign  consuls 
and  vice-consuls  are  not  public  min- 


isters within  the  law  of  nations,  or 
the  acts  of  Congress,  but  are  ame- 
nable to  the  civil  jurisdiction  of  our 
courts;  and  in  the  case  of  the  Gen- 
oese consul  (2  Dallas,  297)  it  was 
held  that  they  were  not  privileged 
from  prosecutions  for  misdemean- 
ors.—I  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  406.  For- 
eign consuls  are  entitled  to  no  im- 
munities beyond  those  enjoyed  by 
foreigners  coming  in  a  private  ca- 
pacity to  this  country,  except  that 
of  being  sued  and  prosecuted  ex- 
clusively in  the  Federal  courts. 
Whenever  a  foreign  consul  is  Guil- 
ty of  illegal  or  improper  conduct, 
he  becomes  liable  to  a  revocation 
of  his  exequatur,  and  to  be  pun- 
ished according  to  our  laws,  or  he 
may  be  sent  back  to  his  own  coun- 
try, at  the  discretion  of  our  govern- 
ment.— II  Ibid.  p.  725.  A  consul  is 
not  privileged  from  legal  process  t^ 
the  gener^  laws  of  nations,  nor  is 
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Halleck  holds  that  they  may  be  punished  for  their  criminal 
offences  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which  they  reside,  or  sent 
back  to  their  own  country  for  trial,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
government  which  they  have  offended.  A  distinction  is  made, 
however,  between  personal  offences  and  official  acts  done 
under  the  authority,  or  by  the  direction,  of  their  own  govern- 
ments.  The  latter  are  matters  for  diplomatic  arrangement 
between  the  respective  states,  and  are  not  justiciable  by  the 
local  courts.'  Consuls  are  subject  to  local  taxation  and  to  the 
payment  of  customs  dues.  Their  places  of  residence  are  re- 
garded as  their  domicile  to  the  extent  that,  in  time  of  war, 
their  goods  on  the  high  seas  are  subject  to  belligerent  capture 
if  their  domicile  is  such  as  to  give  them  the  hostile  character. 

Consular  Jurisdiction.  In  certain  Eastern  countries,  whose 
standards  of  law  and  morals  differ  materially  from  our  own,  an 
extensive  jurisdiction,  both  civil  and  criminal,  is  exercised  by 
the  consuls  of  the  principal  Western  powers.  It  was  obtained 
in  the  first  instance  by  treaty  stipulation,  and  by  later  treaties 
has  been  modified  and  extended,  from  time  to  time,  as  the  ex- 


the  French  consul-general  by  the 
consular  convention  between  the 
United  States  and  France  of  1788 
(Pub.  Trs.  219  — annulled  by  act  of 
1798 — I  Stat.  578.)— Letombe's  case, 
I  Op.  Att.-Gen.  p.  ^^,  Lee  (i797)- 
In  a  suit  brought  against  a  consul- 
general  of  France  for  transactions 
of  a  public  nature,  and  in  which 
he  acted  as  the  commercial  agent 
of  his  country,  the  President  ofthe 
United  States  has  no  constitution- 
al right  to  interpose  his  authority, 
but  must  leave  the  matter  to  the 
tribunals  of  justice. — lb.  Foreign 
consuls  are  bound  to  appear  only 
in  the  Federal  courts ;  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws,  contemplating  the 
responsibility  of  consuls,  having 
provided  these  tribunals,  in  exclu- 
sion of  the  state  courts,  in  which 
they  shall  answer.  —  Villavaso's 
case,  I  Ibid.  406,  Wirt  (1820).  The 
President  cannot  interfere  in  such 


a  case,  but  where  a  privilege  is 
claimed  a  plea  may  be  entered  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  court,  or, 
if  in  a  national  court,  the  consul 
may  bring  the  question  before  the 
Supreme  Court. — lb. 

'  I  Halleck,  p.  313.  For  cases  in 
which  insults  to,  or  attacks  upon, 
consuls  have  been  made  the  subject 
of  complaint  in  the  cases  of  the 
British  consul  at  Imoa  in  1873,  see 
For.  Rel.  U.  S.  1874,  pp.  102-105, 
142, 143, 157-164;  Ibid.  1875.  part  i. 
pp.  127, 128;  the  American  consul 
at  Acapulco,  Ibid.  1 587.  pp».  406-409 ; 
Ibid.  1878,  p.  580;  Ibid.  1879,  p.  802.' 
As  to  immunity  of  consular  ar- 
chives, see  vol.  XX.  Revue  de  Droit 
Int.  p.  505  ;  for  cases  of  asylum  in 
consulates,  see  case  of  Daniel  Poso, 
For.  Rel.  U.  S.  1875,  P^^t  i.  p.  57 ; 
see  also   Ibid.  1876,  p.  321 ;   Ibid. 

^^n*  pp.  398. 399. 
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igencies  of  commercial  intercourse  made  such  changes  either 
necessary  or  desirable>  The  effect  has  been  to  withdraw  for- 
eigners almost  completely  from  the  operation  of  the  local  laws, 
and  to  subject  them  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  consuls  of  their 
respective  states.' 

The  extent  of  this  jurisdiction  is  defined,  and  its  exercise 
regulated,  by  treaties  with  the  several  Christian  powers  who 
maintain  consular  representatives  at  their  commercial  ports. 
These  treaties  are  carried  into  effect  by  the  municipal  laws  of 
the  signatory  states,  which  determine,  at  the  treaty  port,  or 
within  the  limits  of  the  treaty  concession,  the  extent  and 
character  of  the  consular  jurisdiction.  ''  This  jurisdiction  is 
subject,  in  civil  cases,  to  an  appeal  to  the  superior  tribunals  of 
their  own  country.  The  criminal  jurisdiction  is  usually  limit- 
ed to  the  infliction  of  pecuniary  penalties,  and,  in  offences  of  a 
higher  grade,  the  consular  functions  are  similar  to  those  of  a 
police  magistrate,  ox  juge  (Vwistr fiction.  He  collects  the  docu- 
mentary and  other  proofs,  and  sends  them,  together  with  the 
prisoner,  home  to  his  own  country  for  trial."*     Such  jurisdic- 


'  1  Historically,  it  is  undoubtedly 
true,  as  shown  by  numerous  author- 
ities quoted  by  Mr.  Warden  in  his 
treatise  on  *'  The  Origin  and  Nature 
of  Consular  Establishments,"  that 
the  consul  was  originally  an  officer 
of  large  judicial  as  well  as  commer- 
cial powers,  exercising  entire  mu- 
nicipal authority  over  his  country- 
men in  the  country  to  which  he  was 
accredited.  But  the  chan^od  cir- 
cumstances of  Europe,  and  the  prev- 
alence of  civil  order  in  the  several 
Christian  states,  have  had  the  effect 
of  greatly  modifying  the  powers  of 
the  consular  office ;  and  it  may  now 
be  considered  as  generally  true  that, 
for  any  judicial  powers  which  may 
be  vested  in  the  consuls  accredited 
to  any  nation,  we  must  look  to  the 
express  provisions  of  the  treaties 
entered  into  with  that  nation,  and 
to  the  laws  of  the  states  which  the 
consuls    represent.  -^  Dainese   vs. 


Hale,  91  U.  S.  13.  The  exterri- 
toriality of  foreign  consuls  in  Tur- 
key and  other  Mohammedan  coun- 
tries is  entirely  independent  of  the 
fact  of  diplomatic  representation, 
and  is  maintained  by  the  difference 
of  law  and  religion,  being  but  inci- 
dental to  the  fact  of  the  established 
exterritoriality  of  Christians  in  all 
countries  not  Christian. — VII  Opin- 
ions of  Attorney  -  General,  p.  342. 
Rights  of  private  exterritoriality 
having  ceased  to  exist  in  Christen- 
dom, foreign  consuls  have  ceased, 
mostly,  to  be  municipal  magistrates 
of  their  countrymen  there ;  but  they 
still  continue  not  only  internation- 
al agents  but  also  administrative 
and  judicial  functionaries  of  their 
countrymen  in  countries  outside  of 
Christendom.  —  Ibid.;   I   Ortolan, 

28^. 

•Boyd's  Wheaton,  p.  152;    De 
Steck,  Essai  sur  les  Cfonsuls,  sec. 
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tton  was  obtained  for  consuls  of  the  United  States  by  treaties 
made  at  different  times  with  Turkey,  China,  and  Japan,  and 
with  Siam  and  Madagascar,  Suitable  laws  have  been  passed 
by  Congress  to  give  effect  to  their  provisions.  By  the  act  of 
July  I,  1870,  the  operation  of  the  statute  was  extended  "to 
any  country  of  like  character  with  which  the  United  States 
may  hereafter  enter  into  treaty  relations."'  The  jurisdiction 
conferred  upon  United  States  ministers  and  consuls  by  the 
act  of  June  22,  i860,  is  both  civil  and  criminal,  but  is  restrict- 
ed in  its  exercise  to  citizens  of  the  United  States.  Consuls 
are  authorized  to  hear,  and  finally  decide,  civil  causes  in  which 
the  amount  involved,  exclusive  of  costs,  does  not  exceed  five 
hundred  dollars.  When  the  amount  exceeds  that  sum,  or  in 
his  opinion  the  case  involves  legal  perplexities,  the  consul  is 
authorized  to  summon  not  less  than  two,  nor  more  than  three, 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  who  are  to  be  selected,  by  lot, 
from  a  list  previously  submitted  to  the  minister  and  approved 
by  him.  If  the  consul  and  his  advisers  concur  in  opinion,  their 
decision  is  finaU     If  they  fail  to  agree,  or  if  the  amount  at  is- 


vii.fl  30-40;  Pardessus,  Droit  Com- 
mercial, pt.  vi.  tit.  vi.  chap.  ii.  |  2 ; 
chap.  V.  §§  1 , 2,  ^.  A  consular  court 
is  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction, 
and  all  the  jurisdictional  facts  must 
be  alleged  in  the  libel  or  petition  ; 
otherwise  it  will  be  insufficient. — 
Steamer  Spark  vs.  Lee  Choi  Chum, 
I  Sawyer,  713. 

>  Act  of  July  1 .  1870(1 4129.  Rev. 
Stat.).  It  cannot  be  contended  that 
every  consul,  by  virtue  of  his  office, 
has  power  to  exercise  the  judicial 
functions  claimed  in  this  case;  for  it 
is  conceded  that  this  is  not  the  case 
in  Christian  countries.  And  while, 
on  the  other  side,  it  is  also  conced- 
ed that  in  pagan  and  Mohammedan 
countries  it  is  usual  for  the  minis- 
ters and  consuls  of  European  states 
to  exercise  judicial  (unctions  as  be- 
tween their  fellow -subjects  or  cit- 
izens, it  clearly  appears  that  the  ex- 
tent to  which  this  power  is  exercised 


depends  upon  treaties  and  laws  reg- 
ulating such  jurisdiction.  The  in- 
structions given  hy  the  British  For- 
eign Office  to  their  consuls  in  the 
Levant,  in  1844,  as  quoted  by  Mr. 
Ph ill i more,  do  not  claim  anything 
more.— Dainesez/j.  Hale,  91  U.S.  13. 
Where  consular  courts  are  clothed 
with  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  rule 
applies  that  a  sentence  of  imprison- 
ment cannot  be  le^lly  executed  be- 
yond the  territorial  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  which  pronounced  it,  un- 
less authority  there  to  execute  the 
sentence  is  conferred  by  the  l^is- 
lature. — Case  of  three  convicts  at 
Smyrna,  XIV  Opinions  of  Attor- 
ney-General, p.  522,  Williams  (i  875). 
See  also  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  $  125; 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States,  1878,  p.  518;  and  an  article 
by  Sir  Travers  Twiss  in  vol.  xxv.  of 
the  Revue  de  Droit  International, 
pp.  213-220. 
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sue  exceeds  five  hundred  dollars,  either  party  may  appeal  to 
the  minister.  In  China  and  Japan  the  decision  of  the  minister 
is  final  in  all  suits  when  the  amount  at  issue  does  not  exceed 
two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars.  Cases  involving  a  greater 
amount  may  be  appealed  to  the  United  States  Circuit  Court 
for  the  district  of  California,  whose  decision  in  the  case  is 
final. . 

Consuls  are  also  authorized  to  hear  and  decide  criminal  cases, 
and,  in  the  event  of  conviction,  to  impose  penalties  of  not  more 
than  ninety  days*  imprisonment,  or  a  fine  not  exceeding  five 
hundred  dollars.  In*  cases  not  involving  a  higher  penalty  than 
one  hundred  dollars'  fine,  or  sixty  days'  imprisonment,  their 
decision  is  final.  Whenever  the  consul  is  of  opinion  that  an 
important  question  of  law  is  involved  in  the  decision. of  a  case, 
or  deems  a  greater  punishment  necessary  than  he  is  authorized 
to  inflict,  he  may  summon  as  advisers,  in  cases  not  capital,  not 
less  than  one,  nor  more  than  four,  American  citizens  to  assist 
him  in  his  decision.  In  cases  involving  capital  punishment 
not  less  than  four  such  assistants  must  be  summoned.  In  the 
event  of  disagreement  the  case,  with  evidence  and  opinions,  is 
forwarded  to  the  minister  for  decision.  His  decision  is  final, 
except  in  cases  arising  in  China  and  Japan,  from  which  an  ap- 
peal may  be  taken,  as  in  civil  cases,  to  the  United  States  Cir- 
cuit Court  in  California.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  minister  is 
appellate,  except  in  capital  cases,  or  when  the  consul  is  a  party; 
and»  finally,  ministers  and  consuls  are  enjoined  to  exert  all  their 
official  influence  to  induce  litigant  parties  to  adjust  their  differ- 
ences by  arbitration.' 

A  somewhat  similar  jurisdiction  is  exercised  by  the  consuls 
of  other  powers  in  the  East.* 

'  Sections   4083  -  4128  Revised  §  223;  Hall.  p.  321,  note ;  Lawrence, 

Statutes  of  the  United  States.  Int.  Law,  $  148;  Treaties  andCon- 

•II   Phillimore,    pp.  312-316;  ventionsof  the  United  States.  1776- 

Walker,  Sci.  Int.  Law,  p.  230;  I  1887,  note  on  consuls,  pp.  1279- 

Halleck.  pp.  330-343;   Bluntschli,  1285. 
S  269:  Hemer. {{  244-248 ;  I  Twiss, 
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References.  Most  existing  works  upon  the  subject  of  diplomacy  are 
of  foreign  origin.  Many  of  them  either  appeared  originally  in  French, 
or  are  accessible  in  French  translations.  The  most  important  of  these 
are,  for  the  period  of  Grotius,  Nys,  "  Origines  de  la  Diplomatic/'  and, 
for  its  later  history  and  practice,  Ch.  de  Martens,  *'  Le  Guide  Diploma- 
tique," and  "Causes  C^lebres  du  Droit  des  Gens  "  (1827),  and  the  **  Nou- 
velles  Causes  C^lebres,"  published  by  the  same  author  in  1844.  See  also 
the  "  Trait6  Complet  de  Diplomatic,"  par  un  Ancien  Ministre ;  Schuyler, 
"  American  Diplomacy" ;  and  the  **  Rights  and  Duties  of  Diplomatic 
Agents,"  by  E.  C.  Grenville-  Murray.  The  following  works  upon  the 
functions  and  duties  of  consuls  may  be  consulted  with  advantage :  "  Dic- 
tion nai  re  ou  Manuel  Lexique  du  Diplomate  et  du  Consul,"  by  Baron  F. 
de  Cussy ;  Miltitz,  "  Manuel  des  Consuls ";  Borel,  "  De  Torigine  et  des 
Fonctions  des  Consuls";  Mensch,  "Manuel  pratique  de  Consulat";  Neu- 
mann, "  Handbuch  des  Consulatswesens  " ;  and  Henshaw's  and  War- 
den's works  on  the  duties  of  consuls.  As  the  exercise  of  consular  juris- 
diction is  based  upon  treaty  stipulations,  it  is  necessary,  in  conducting 
inquiries  upon  this  subject,  to  consult  the  treaties  themselves.  For 
this  purpose,  see  the  collections  referred  to  at  the  end  of  chap.  viii. 
For  a  very  full  account  of  the  diplomatic  and  consular  policy  of  the 
United  States,  see  Schuyler,  "  American  Diplomacy  and  the  Further- 
ance of  Commerce."  For  a  general  discussion  of  the  subject  of  consu- 
lar jurisdiction,  see  vol.  x.  Revue  de  Droit  International^  pp.  285-322 ; 
xi.  ibid.  pp.  45-79;  XV.  ibid.  pp.  88-91,  279-281,  502-503;  xxvii.  ibid,  pp^ 
313-326;  I  Twiss,  S§  223,  253-264;  II  Phillimore,  §§  272-277;  IV  Pra- 
dier-Fod6r6,  §§  2122-2138;  Bluntschli,  §§  216,  269;  Heffter,  §  247;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  331-347;  Dana's  Wheaton,  %  no,  note  68;  II  Int.  Law 
Digest,  S  125. 


CHAPTER    VIII 

TREATIES   AND   CONVENTIONS:    EXECUTION,   RATIFICATION, 

INTERPRETATION 


Power  of  a  State  to  Make  Contracts  and  Agreements* 
In  its  capacity  as  a  b6dy  politic  a  state,  as  will  presently  be 
seen,  has  many  of  the  attributes  of  a  corporation,  including 
the  power  to  make  contracts  and  agreements.  Sovereign 
states,  however,  have  the  added  power,  not  possessed  by  indi* 
viduals  or  corporations,  of  entering  into  a  class  of  contractual 
obligations  called  public  treaties  or  conventions.  Contracts, 
in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  that  term,  may  be  made  by  a 
state  with  private  persons,  whether  citizens  or  aliens,  or  with 
public  or  private  corporations,  but  these  instruments  are  not 
treaties,  nor  are  they,  in  all  respects,  the  same  as  contracts,  be- 
tween private  persons  or  corporations.' 

Purpose  of  Treaties.  Treaties  may  therefore  be  defined 
as  compacts  or  agreements,  entered  into  by  sovereign  states 
for  the  purpose  of  increasing,  modifying,  or  defining  their  mut- 
ual duties  and  obligations.'  To  secure  the  observance  of  the 
generally  accepted  rules  of  international  law,  treaties  are  not 
necessary,  certainly  among  Christian  states.  They  become  so 
only  when  states  find  it  either  necessary  or  expedient  to  amend 
'Or  modify  their  existing  obligations,  to  define  usages  that  are 


■  Kltiber,  $  141 ;  Heffter,  §  81 ; 
Dana's  Wheatpn,  §  252 ;  Vattel,  liv. 
ii.  ch.  xii.  §§  1 52,  1 53 ;  I  De  Mar- 
tens, II 46, 47.  "  Public  treaties  can 
only  be  made  by  the  superior  pow- 
ers, by  sovereigns  who  contract  in 
the  name  of  the  state.  Thus  con- 
ventions made  between  soverei^s 
respecting  their  own  private  affairs. 


and  those  between  a  sovereign  and 
a  private  person,  are  not  public 
treaties."— Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xii. 

SKS4. 
•Vattel,  liv.  ii.  ch.  xii.  |  152;  II 

Ferguson,  |  130;  I  De  Martens,  | 

47 ;  Woolsey,  (  loi ;  I  Twiss,  ||  224- 

231 ;  I  Halleck,  pp.  227-229. 
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not  clear,  to  secure  concerted  action  looking  to  the  abandon- 
ment of  unjust  or  oppressive  practices,  or  to  obtain  general 
sanction  in  behalf  of  improved  methods,  or  the  general  ac- 
ceptance of  desirable  refprmsf 

The  Right  of  Making  Treaties.  The  right  of  making 
treaties  is  one  of  the  essential  attributes  of  sovereignty,  and 
there  can  be  no  surer  test  of  a  semi  -  sovereign  or  dependent 
state  than  is  deduced  from  the  fact  that  its  ability  to  enter 
into  treaty  relations  has  been  abridged  or  destroyed^  Depend- 
ent states,  however,  may  retain  the  right,  to  a  greater  or  less  de* 
gree,  depending  upon  the  number  and  character  of  the  sovereign 
rights  which  they  have  yielded,  or  of  which  they  have  been 
deprived.  They  frequently  retain  the  right  of  making  treaties 
of  commerce  and  extradition,  postal  and  customs  conventions, 
and,  in  some  cases,  treaties  of  alliance  and  naturalization.  The 
existence  of  such  powers,  however,  would  be  inconsistent  with 
any  considerable  degree  of  dependence  on  the  part  of  the 
semi -sovereign  state.  In  the  German  Confederation,  as  reor- 
ganized in  1815,  a  considerable  degree  of  treaty-making  power 
was  reserved  to  the  component  states.  The  present  Ger- 
man empire  is  a  closer  confederation,  the  imperial  govern- 
ment having  sole  power  to  conclude  treaties  of  peace  or 
alliance,  or  treaties  of  any  kind  for  political  objects,  com- 
mercial treaties,  conventions  regulating  questions  of  domicile, 
emigration,  and  postal  affairs,  protection  of  copyright,  and 
consular  matters,  extradition  treaties,  and  other  conventions 
connected  with  the  administration  of  civil  or  criminal  law.' 
The  states  of  the  American  Union  are  forbidden  to  enter 
into  treaties  with  foreign  states  ;  or  to  make  agreements 
with  other  states  of  the  Union,  except  with  the  consent  of 
Congress; 

Power  of  a  State  to  Enter  into  Contracts  with  Iflfdivid- 
uals  and  Corporations.  It  has  been  seen  that  a  state,  in  its 
capacity  as  a  body  politic,  has  many  of  the  attributes  of  a 
corporation,  including  the  power  to  make  contracts  and  agree- 

>  Hall,  p.  22 ;  Herts1et»  Map  of  Wbeaton,  §252;  I  Halleck,  p.  227; 
Europe  by  Treaty,  p.  1931 ;  Dana's     II  Phillimore,  chap.  vi. 
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merits.  Contracts  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the  term  may 
therefore  be  made  by  a  state  with  private  persons,  whether 
citizens  or  aliens,  or  with  public  or  private  corporations.  If 
the  terms  of  such  undertakings  be  not  lived  up  to  by  the  state, 
however,  the  individual  who  is  wronged  by  such  failure  in  re- 
spect to  performance  has  not  the  same  remedy  that  is  applied 
where  all  the  parties  to  the  agreement  are  private  persons— 
this,  for  the  reason  that  sovereign  states  will  not,  as  a  rule, 
permit  themselves  to  be  sued  in  their  own  courts  by  private 
individuals,  whether  their  own  citizens  or  aliens.  From  the 
nature  of  the  case  the  courts  of  the  individual's  state,  he  being 
an  alien  in  respect  to  the  government  in  default,  are  without 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  cause  of  action  to  which  another 
sovereign  state  is  a  party.  Permission  to  institute  such  suits  is 
sometimes  conferred  upon  courts  endowed  with  jurisdiction 
for  the  purpose ;  but  the  existence  of  such  a  tribunal  is  not 
presumed  in  any  state.'     If  the  person  wronged,  however,  be 


>  The  United  States  by  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  Court  of  Claims 
has  given  express  statutory  permis- 
sion for  suits  to  be  brought  against 
it;  the  cases  in  which  such  suits 
will  lie  being  determined  by  the 
statute  creating  that  tribunal. — Sec- 
tions IOS9  to  1093  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  the  U.  S.  and  the  Acts  of 
March  3, 1883(22  Statutes  at  Laiiee, 
48s);  Nfarch  3.  1887  (24  Ibid.  406) ; 
June  37,  1898.  (30  Ibid.),  and  July  i, 
1 898(Ibid.),  amendatory  thereof.  In 
conformity  to  the  principles  of  re- 
ciprocity this  privilege  is  extended 
to  aliens  in  the  following  cases: 
B)r  the  proceeding  known  as  a  "  pe- 
tition ot  right,"  the  British  Govern- 
ment accords  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  the  right  to  prose- 
cute claims  against  it.  According- 
ly, British  subjects,  if  otherwise  en- 
titled, may  recover,  by  process  in 
our  Court  of  Claims,  tho  proceeds 
of  captured  and  abandoned  proper- 
ty, a  privilege  granted  only  to  the 
citizens  or  subjects  of  such  foreign 


governments  as  accord  to  our  citi- 
zens the  rieht  to  prosecute  claims 
against  such  governments  in  their 
courts. — U.  S.  vs,  O'Keefe,  1 1  Wal- 
lace, 178;  Carlisle  vs,  U.  S.  16  Ibid. 
147.  Under  the  laws  of  Prussia 
the  fiscus  represents  the  state,  and 
any  subject  may  sue  the  fiscus  on 
contract  before  a  court  having  like 
jurisdiction  in  actions  between  in- 
dividuals. Judgment  may  be  tak- 
en in  such  suit  and  execution  issue. 
No  discrimination  is  made,  against 
foreigners,  save  that  thev  are  re- 
quired to  give  security  for  costs. 
Held,  that  an  alien,  a  native  of 
Hanover,  which  t:ountry  had  been 
incorporated  into  Prussia,  was  en- 
titled to  sue  in  the  Court  of  Claims 
within  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
July  27,  1868  (15  Sut.  243),  which 
permitted  the  citizens  or  subjects 
of  any  government  which  accords 
to  citizens  of  the  United  States  the 
right  to  prosecute  such  claims  in 
her  courts,  to  recover  the  proceeds 
of  captured  or  abandoned  prop- 
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an  alien  he  may  present  his  claim  through  the  foreign  office  of 
the  state  of  which  he  is  a  citizen  or  subject. 

The  Treaty-making  Powen  That  authority  in  a  state  in 
whom  the  right  of  entering  into  treaty  relations  is  vested  is 
called  the  treaty-making p<nver\  In  states  having  a  monarchi- 
cal form  of  government  the  treaty-making  power  is  one  of  the 
prerogatives  of  the  crown ;  in  states  having  republican  institu- 
tions it  is  exercised  by  the  executive,  either  directly  or  subject 
to  the  approval  of  some  branch  of  the  legislative  department 
of  the  government.**  This  is  the  case  in  the  United  States. 
The  constitution  and  laws  of  every  state  define  the  treaty- 
making  power,  and  determine  what  restrictions,  if  any,  are  to 
be  placed  upon  its  exercise ;  and  any  agreements  undertaken 
in  excess  of  these  limitations  are  unauthorized  and  void«^ 


erty.* — Brown's  case,  5  Court  of 
Claims  Rep.  571.  The  Belgian 
Government,  bv  its  system  of  juris- 
prudence, holds  the  government 
amenable  before  the  courts  as  an 
ordinal^  debtor,  and  accords  to  cit- 
izens of  the  United  States  the  same 
right  to  prosecute  claims  against  it 
in  its  courts  as  is  accorded  to  indi- 
viduals as  between  themselves.  A 
subject  of  Belgium  may,  therefore, 
maintain  a  suit  in  the  Court  of 
Claims. — De  Give's  case,  7  Ibid. 
517.  By  the  laws  of  Switzerland  a 
private  citizen  may  maintain  a  suit 
against  the  state  in  the  federal  tri- 
bunal, if  the  subject  of  litigation  is 
of  the  value  of  3000  francs.  This 
right  taken  in  connection  with  the 

Provisions  of  the  treaty  of  Novem- 
er  25,  1850,  securic^  to  citizens  of 
the  United  States  liberty  to  pros- 
ecute and  defend  their  rights  before 
courts  of  justice,  as  native  born  citi- 
zens, permits  a  citizen  of  Switzerland 
to  maintain  an  action  before  the 

*  The  example  of  Prussia  and  other 
German  states  in  subjecting  the  govern- 
ment to  suits  at  the  instance  of  private 
persons  led  to  the  establishment  of  the 

.  r^art  of  Claims. — Brown's  case,  5  Court 

-«of  Claims  Rep.  571. 


Court  of  Claims. — Lobsigcr's  case.  5 
Ibid.  687.  In  France  a  French  sub- 
ject may  sue  the  govern  ment  for  real 
and  personal  property,  and  as  Amer- 
ican citizens  aregiventhesame  privi- 
lege subject  to  the  giving  of  security, 
French  citizens  may  sue  m  the  Court 
of  Claims.  —  Rothschild's  case,  6 
Ibid.  204;  Dauphin's  case,  Ibid.  221. 

1  Bluntschli,  ff  404,  404  bis ;  I 
Halleck,  p.  229;  Kltiber,  §  142; 
Heffter,  ff  82,  84:  Dana's  Wheaton, 
I  265;  Vattel.  liv.  ii.  ch.  xii.  §  154. 

«  The  United  States  Constitution 
provides  (Art.  2,  Sec.  2)  that  the 
President  "shall  have  power,  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent 
of  the  Senate,  to  make  treaties, 
provided  two-thirds  of  the  senators 
present  concur."  Consequently, 
when  a  treaty  has  been  approved 
in  the  Senate,  it  is  sent  to  the 
President  for  ratification.  In  Eu- 
rope treaties  are  usually  made  by 
the  government  save  in  cases  enu- 
merated in  the  constitution.  Swiss 
treaties  must  be  approved  by 
Parliament.  In  EngUmd,  and  gen- 
erally on  the  Continent,  the  nation- 
al legislature  is  more  frequently 
consulted  than  formerly.  ' 
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Nature  and  Extent.  In  the  exercise  of  its  treaty-making 
power,  a  state  may  acquire  or  dispose  of  territory,  recognize 
the  independence  of  new  states,  create  servitudes,  enter  into 
alliances,  or  confer  special  privileges  upon  certain  classes  of 
aliens  with  respect  to  trade,  r^idence,  or  occupation  within  its 
territories ;  it  may  also  rectify  boundaries,  guarantee  the  terri- 
torial integrity  of  other  states,  provide  for  the  neutrality  of 
straits,  ship-canals,  and  navigable  rivers,  and  do  any  other  acts 
not  inconsistent  with  its  sovereignty.*  The  right  of  a  state  to 
make  contracts  and  agreements  with  individuals  is  subject, 
however,  to  the  implied  limitation  that  real  property  cannot 
be  acquired  by  one  state  within  the  territorial  limits  of  an- 
other, without  the  consent  of  such  state  shall  first  have  been 
obtained  by  treaty  stipulation.  This  for  the  reason  that  the 
occupation  and  possession  of  such  lands  would  necessitate  an 
exercise  of  sovereignty  within  the  territory  of  the  state  within 
which  such  lands  are  situated.' 

Conditions  Essential  to  the  Validity  of  Treaties.  To  the 
validity  of  a  treaty  it  is  essential:  ist.  That  the  contracting 
parties  should  possess  the  power  to  enter  into  treaty  engage- 
ments. 2d.  The  formal  consent  of  the  parties  must  be  given, 
and  this  consent  must  be  mutual,  reciprocal,  and  free.'  3d. 
The  subject  of  stipulation  must  not  be  opposed  to  morality 
and  justice. 

(a.)  Power  of  the  Contracting  Parties,  States  which  are 
parties  to  a  proposed  agreement  must  possess  full  treaty-mak- 
ing power  as  to  its  subject-matter.  Dependent  states  cannot 
enter  into  agreements  which  are  not  authorized  by  their  de- 


iBluntschli,  §§  404-408;  I  Hal- 
leck.  p.  227 ;  Kltiber,  §  146 ;  I  De 
Martens,  f  56;  Lawrence,  S  152 ;  II 
Phillimore,  chap.  vt. 

*  The  United  States  Government 
cannot  purchase  a  grant  of  land  in, 
or  concession  of  a  right  of  way 
over,  the  territories  of  another  na- 
tion as  could  an  individual  or  pri- 
vate corporation,  since,  by  the  law 
of  nations,  one  government  cannot 


enter  upon  the  territories  of  an- 
other or  claim  atiy  right  whatever 
therein. — The  Chiriqui  Improve- 
ment Company,  IX  Opin.  Att.-Gen. 
p.  286,  Black  (1859). 

•  For  the  exceptional  case  of  trea- 
ties of  peace,  in  which  the  action 
of  one  party  is  always  constrained, 
see  paragraph  b,  post,  and  the  ar- 
ticle so  entitled  in  the  chapter  re- 
lating to  the  laws  of  war. 
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pendent  condition ;  and  states  which  are  members  of  a  con- 
federation cannot  treat  upon  subjects  which  are  reserved  to 
the  central  government  by  the  constitution  of  the  confeder- 
acy. In  the  same  manner  the  agents  who  are  empowered  to 
negotiate  treaties  may  not  exceed  the  limits  laid  down  in 
their  instructions  or  full  powers.  Any  agreements  entered 
into  by  them  in  excess  of  their  authority  are  void,  and  rati- 
fication of  them  may  be  refused.'  Such  unauthorized  agree- 
ments have  been  entered  into  at  different  times  in  the  past, 
usually  by  military  or  naval  commanders.  They  are  called 
sponsions^  and  are  invalid  unless  approved  by  the  sponsor's 
government.' 

(^.)  Consent  of  the  Contracting  Parties.  The  consent  of  the 
participating  states  must  be  expressly  and  freely  given.  It 
must  also  be  reciprocal ;  and  one  state,  by  its  ratification  or 
approval  of  a  treaty,  cannot  constrain  another  to  ratify  it,  or 
to  regard  its  provisions  as  binding.  In  contracts  between  in- 
dividuals, if  either  party  act  under  constraint,  the  resulting 
contract  is  void.  In  the  preparation  of  certain  treaties,  how- 
ever, especially  in  treaties  of  peace  and  in  a  class  of  agree- 
ments arising  in  time  of  war  called  cartels  and  capitulations, 
one  of  the  contracting  parties  acts  under  constraint  of  the 
most  oppressive  and  humiliating  kind ;  but  this  does  not  have 
the  effect  of  invalidating  the  treaty.  Private  contracts  may 
be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  the  influence  of  fraud  and  unfair 
dealing,  arising  from  their  manifest  injustice  and  want  of  mut- 
ual advantage.  But  no  inequality  of  advantage,  no  lesion^  can 
invalidate  a  treaty.' 

(^.)  Possibility  of  Execution.    The  conduct  of  states,  like 


*I  Halleck.  p|i.  227-230;  De 
Martens,  Precis.  §  48;  Vattel.  liv. 
ii.ch.xii.l  156;  KIiiber,§  142;  Heif- 
ter,  f  84;  Bluntschli,  f{  404.  404 
bis;  II  Phillimore,  §  48;  Pomeroy, 
§{260-263;  Hall,§  108;  II  Pradier- 
Fod^re,  If  ios8a-io68. 

*  I  Halleck,  p.  230 ;  Kliiber,  f  142 ; 
Grotius,  liv.  ii.  ch.  cv.  {§  3,  16,  17; 
Vattel,  liv.  ii.  ch.  iv.  §  211 ;  Blunt- 


schli,  S  405 ;  I  De  Martens,  i  48 ;  II 
Pradier-Foder6,  SS  1066-1068;  II 
Ferguson,  p.  20. 

MI  Phillimore.  Sf  49,  50;  De 
Martens.  Precis,  |S  49-51 ;  ICItiber, 
S  143 ;  Grotius,  liv.  iii.  ch.  xx. ;  Heff- 
ter,  §85:  Bluntschli.  §§  407-409; 
Pomeroy,  i§  27  V279 ;  Hall,  §  108 ; 
II  Pradier-Fodere  SS  1069-1079. 
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that  of  individuals,  is  regulated  by  well-known  moral  stand- 
ards, from  which  they  fire  bound  not  to  depart.  They  are, 
therefore,  prevented  from  making  that  a  subject  of  treaty 
stipulation  the  execution  of  which  is  physically  or  morally 
impossible,  HeiTter  ho)ds  those  conditions  to  be  morally  im- 
possible which  are  repugnant  to  moral  order,  or  are  opposed 
to  the  free  development  of  nations.'  Such  would  be  stipula- 
tions tending  to  the  dqstruction  of  a  sovereign  state,  or  the 
establishment  of  slavery.  The  same  may  be  said  of  provisions 
which  are  opposed  to  'f>revious  treaties  with  other  powers,  or 
which  are  prejudicial  to  the  sovereign  rights  or  powers  of  a 
third  state. 

Binding  Force  of  Treaties.  Treaties  entered  into  in  con- 
formity to  these  conditions  are  binding  upon  all  the  signatory 
parties,  and  they  continue  in  force,  whatever  changes  may 
take  place  in  the  internal  affairs  of  the  participant  states.*^ 
Changes  of  government  in  no  way  affect  their  binding  force, 
and  they  cease  to  be  obligatory  only  when  states  which  are 
parties  to  them  cease  to  exist.  Their  inviolability,  even  when 
not  especially  guaranteed,  is  the  first  law  of  nations.'  Obliga- 
tions created  by  treaty  are  of  the  most  sacred  character :  their 
violation  operates  to  release  the  other  signatory  party  from 
his  obligation,  and,  if  persisted  in,  or  not  atoned  for,  is  re- 
garded as  constituting  a  just  cause  for  war/ 

Manner  of  Negotiating  Treaties.  It  has  been  seen  that 
the  right  to  make  treaties  is  an  essential  attribute  of  sover- 
eignty, and  that  the  power  to  enter  into  such  undertakings  is 


»Hefftcr.  §  83;  Kliiber,  §  144; 
Pomeroy,  $§  2S0-286 ;  Hall,  S  loS ; 
I  De  Martens,  f  53 ;  II  Phillimore, 
chap.  vi. ;  Lawrence,  f  i  $4. 

' "  The  faith  of  treaties— that  firm 
and  sincere  resolution,  that  invari- 
able constancy  in  fulfilling  our  en- 
gagements, of  which  we  make  pro- 
fession in  a  treaty — is  therefore  to 
be  held  sacred  and  inviolable  be- 
tween the  nations  of  the  earth, 
whose  safety  and  repose  it  secures; 

16 


and  if  mankind  be  not  wilfully  de- 
ficient in  their  duty  to  themselves, 
infamy  must  ever  be  the  portion  of 
him  who  violates  his  faith." — Vat- 
tel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xv.  §  220. 

» Vattel,  liv.  ii.  ch.  xiv.  §S  163. 
229-234;  Kluber,SS  145.  '53;  Heff- 
ter.  §  94;  Bluntschli,  §§  416-424;  I 
Halleck,  pp.  237-244;  II  Philli- 
more.  i§  52-55;  Hall.  |§  ii4»  "5; 
I  De  Martens,  S  54 ;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,S  154' 
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vested,  by  the  constitution  of  each  state,  In  some  branch  of  its 
government,  designated  for  that  purpose,  called  the  treaty- 
making  power.  It  is  by  this  treaty -making  power,  there- 
fore, acting  directly,  or  by  its  duly  authorized  agents,  that 
international  agreements  are  negotiated.*  In  certain  cases, 
however,  the  preparation  of  important  treaties  is  intrusted  to 
international  deliberative  bodies  known  as  congresses  or  con- 
ferences. 

Congresses  and  Conferences.  These  are  bodies  convened 
for  the  purpose  of  discussing  questions  of  general  interest,  of 
adjusting  international  controversies,  and  of  reconciling  seri- 
ous differences  of  opinion.  They  are  composed  of  diplomatic 
agents  of  appropriate  rank  representing  the  states  in  whose 
relations  the  difference  has  arisen,  together  with  the  repre- 
sentatives of  those  powers  whose  interests  are  less  directly 
affected,  or  compromised,  by  an  existing  situation,  and  who, 
being  to  some  extent  disinterested,  are  for  that  reason  able 
to  suggest  methods  of  amicable  adjustment.  Congresses  are 
called  when  the  relations  between  two  or  more  states  have 
become  so  strained  as  to  foreshadow  the  outbreak  of  war,  or, 
after  hostilities  have  ceased,  with  a  view  to  effect  a  settlement 
of  the  questions  to  which  the  war  has  given  rise.  It  is  their 
function  to  ascertain  the  facts  constituting  a  particular  cause  of 
difference,  to  discuss  appropriate  methods  of  relief,  to  suggest 
concessions,  and,  when  an  agreement  has  been  reached,  to  make 
it  operative  by  applying  an  appropriate  remedy  to  the  state  of 
affairs  which  has  given  occasion  for  the  meeting  of  the  congress. 

The  conclusions  of  a  congress  or  conference  are  generally  em- 
bodied in  treaties;  at  times,  however,  they  are  expressed  in 
statements  of  international  policy  which  have  become  known 
as  "declarations."'  Of  the  former  class  the  treaty  of  Berlin, 
framed  by  the  Congress  of  Berlin  in  1878,  is  an  example  ;  of 
the  latter  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  prepared  by  the  Congress 
of  Paris  in  1856,  in  respect  to  the  usages  of  war  at  sea,  and  the 


1  Heffter,  S$86-«p;  Klilberf  147;     1084-1099;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law. |§  13b- 
II  Pradier-Fodere,  §S  1061-1065,     132;  Lawrence,  }  152;  Hall,  $  109. 
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Geneva  Conventions  of  1864  and  1868,  in  respect  to  the  treat- 
ment of  the  wounded  in  time  of  war,  are  illustrations/ 

Congresses  receive  their  names,  in  some  cases,  from  the 
places  in  which  their  sessions  are  held,  in  others  from  the 
subjects  submitted  to  them  for  deliberation.  If  the  agree- 
ment reached  is  one  to  which  the  general  consent  of  nations 
ta  desired,  so  as  to  give  it  the  force  of  a  rule  of  international 
law,  a  clause  prescribing  the  form  and  conditions  of  acceptance 
is  embodied  in  the  treaty  or  declaration  in  which  it  is  contained.' 


'  Vattel  Uv.  ii.  ch.  xviii.  }  330; 
II  Feiguson.  Int.  Law,  S  i59*  1*he 
terms  "congress"  and  "confer- 
ence "  are  no(  quite  synonymous, 
although  their  powers  and  purposes 
are  substantially  the  same.  Con- 
ferences are  somewhat  more  in- 
formal and  tentative  in  character 
than  congresses ;  if  settlements  are 
reached  by  them  they  are  less  fre- 
c^uently  embodied  in  forma)  trea- 
ties or  declarations  than  are  those 
of  general  congresses.  In  the  early 
part  of  the  nineteenth  century  the 
distinction  between  the  two  bodies 
was  believed  to  consist  in  the  pres- 
ence or  absence  of  reigning  sover- 
eigns; their  presence  giving  to' a 
particular  body  the  character  of  a 
congress;  this  distinction,  however, 
is  no  longer  maintained. 

*  Among  the  more  important 
congresses  which  have  been  called 
in  Europe,  since  the  close  of  the 
Thirty  Years*  War,  the  following 
are  the  most  important :  the  Con- 
gress of  the  Pyrenees,  in  1659,  for 
the  settlement  of  certain  south  Eu- 
ropean questions ;  that  of  Oliva,  in 
1660,  for  the  settlement  of  differ- 
ences existing  among  the  north  Eu- 
ropean powers;  that  at  Aix-la-Cha- 
pelle,  in  1668,  which  terminated  the 
wars  between  France  and  Spain  in 
the  Netherlands ;  that  of  Niipe- 
guen,  in  1678,  which  terminated 
the  war  between  Holland  and  its 
allies  against  France ;  that  of  Rys- 


wick,  in  1697 ;  at  Paris,  in  1763;  and 
at  Vienna,  in  1815,  which  terminat- 
ed general  European  wars ;  that  at 
Aix-la-Chapelle,  in  1818,  which  ter- 
minated the  military  occupation  of 
France,  which  had  been  authorized 
by  the  treaties  of  peace  in  181 5; 
that  at  Vienna,  in  1022,  at  which  it 
was  decided  to  intervene  in  the  af- 
fairs of  Greece.  Two  important 
European  congresses  have  been 
held  since  1850:  that  at  Paris,  in 
1856,  in  respect  to  the  usages  of 
maritime  war,  and  that  at  Berlin, 
in  1878,  to  effect  a  settlement  of 
the  questions  to  which  the  war  be- 
tween Russia  and  Turkey  had  given 
rise.  On  the  American  contment 
two  congresses  have  been  called 
since  tlie  beginning  of  the  present 
century:  one  at  Panama,  in  1826, 
called  on  account  of  the  declara- 
tion of  the  Monroe  Doctrine  by  the 
United  States;  the  other,  a  Con- 
gress of  American  Republics,  called 
by  the  United  Statesat  Washington, 
in  1889  and  1890,  to  discuss  ques- 
tions connected  with  the  commer- 
cial, administrative,  and  interna- 
ti6nal  relations  of  the  states  of  the 
Western  continent.  Among  the 
more  important  conferences  of  re- 
cent times  may  be  noted  those  at 
iondon,  in  1827  and  1837,  for  the 
iscussion  of  the  Eastern  question 
and  the  pacification  of  the  Levant; 
those  held  in  London,  in  1835  and 
1839,  in  connection  with  affairs  in 
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Preparation  and  Execution.  In  former  times  treaties  were 
frequently  negotiated  by  sovereigns  in  person ; '  at  present  they 
are  usually  entered  into  by  ministers  or  plenipotentiaries,  se- 
lected for  the  purpose  by  the  proper  municipal  authority,  and 
furnished  with  special  full  powers  to  act  in  behalf  of  their  re- 
spective governments  in  the  preparation  and  signature  of  the 
treaty.  Preliminary  negotiations  are  usually  necessary,  to  de- 
termine the  place  and  time  of  meeting  and  the  conditions  of 
representation.  In  the  preparation  of  treaties  of  peace,  or  of 
agreements  preliminary  to  such  treaties,  the  neutrality  of  the 
place  is  secured  by  proper  guarantees,  and  the  personal  secu- 
rity of  the  ambassadors  is  carefully  provided  for,  not  only  at 
the  sessions  of  the  conference,  but  in  their  journeyings  to  and 
from  the  place  of  meeting.  If  the  proposed  agreement  be  one 
of  general  interest,  the  questions  to  be  discussed  are  submitted 
to  the  powers  in  advance,  the  limits  of  negotiation  are  to  some 
extent  defined,  and  the  number  and  character  of  representa- 
tives from  each  state  is  determined  upon. 

At  the  time  appointed  the  representatives  assemble  and  ex- 
change their  credentials  and  full  powers.  If  several  states  are 
represented  the  conference  is  usually  presided  over  by  the 
principal  minister  of  foreign  affairs  pf  the  state  in  whose  ter- 
ritory its  sessions  are  held,  or  by  the  representative  of  the 
government  with  which  the  project  originated.  If  need  be, 
rules  of  procedure  are  agreed  to  at  a  preliminary  seseaon. 
Each  power  represented  has  a  right  to  be  heard,  at  length, 


the  Netherlands ;  those  held  in  Vi- 
enna, in  i853p  1854,  1855,  and  18^6, 
in  respect  to  the  existing  difficulties 
in  southeastern  Europe ;  those  in 
Copenhagen,  in  1856  and  1857,  in 
respect  to  the  navigation  of  the 
Danish  Sounds;  those  called  in 
London,  in  i860  and  1864,  to  dis- 
cuss the  affairs  of  Greece  and  the 
discontinuance  of  the  protectorate 
over  the  Ionian  Islands ;  that  held 
in  London,  in  1864,  in  respect  to 
the  settlement  of  the  Schleswig- 
Holstein  question ;  that  of  London,. 


in  1867,  in  respect  to  the  indepen- 
dence of  the  Grand  Duchy  of  Lux- 
embouig;  and  those  of  1884  and 
1885.  in  Berlin,  in  respect  to  the 
civilization  and  development  of 
certain  portions  of  Africa.  —  Pra- 
dier-Fod6r6,  Droit  Int.  Pub.  vol.  vi. 
pp.  229-289. 

'  The  Holy  Alliance  of  Septem- 
ber 14  (26),  181 5.  was  signed  by  the 
emperors  of  Austria  and  Russia 
and  the  King  of  Prussia.  See  also 
II  Pradier-I^ar6,  §§  1061-1065. 


TREATIES  AND  CONVENTIONS  233 

upon  all  projects  submitted  for  discussion  which  in  any  way 
affect  its  interests.  The  proceedings  of  each  session  are  re- 
duced to  writing,  and  are  properly  authenticated,  and  the  nego- 
tiation continues  until  an  agreement  has  been  reached,  or  until 
the  impossibility  of  reaching  such  an  agreement  has  become 
apparent.  '  If  questions  are  submitted  to  vote,  nothing  short 
of  unanimous  consent  is  sufficient  to  carry  a  measure  of  prime 
importance.  After  an  essential  article  or  stipulation  has  been 
adopted,  the  majority  rule  may  prevail  in  the  decision  of  ques- 
tions of  detail,  or  in  accessory  stipulations  of  minor  importance. 
Language  Used  in  the  Preparation  of  Treaties.  The 
language  used  in  the  preparation  of  treaties  is  subject  to  no 
fixed  rule.  Each  party  may,  of  right,  insist  upon  the  use  of 
its  own  in  the  preparation  of  treaties,  as  in  every  other  public 
act,  or  a  neutral  language  may  be  adopted.  In  the  former 
case  there  would  be  as  many  original  copies  as  there  were 
participant  states.  This  would  be  true  in  form  only,  and  not 
in  fact,  since  one  of  these  originals  would  furnish  a  model 
upon  which  the  transls^tion  of  the  others  would  be  based. 
Latin  was  formerly  used,  as  a  convenient  and  generally  un- 
derstood neutral  language ;  it  is  still  the  official  language  of 
the  Holy  See.  Towards  the  close  of  the  seventeenth  century 
it  was  replaced  by  the  French,  which  became  the  general  dip- 
lomatic language  of  Europe  and  America.  It  still  retains  that 
character  to  a  higher  degree  than  any  other.  Since  the  begin- 
ning of  this  century  the  greater  part  of  the  treaties  which  have 
been  negotiated  in  Europe  have  been  drawn  up  and  signed  in 
French.  When  France  is  one  of  the  signatory  parties,  how- 
ever, a  clause  is  usually  inserted  to  the  effect  that  the  use  of 
that  language  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  constituting  a  prece- 
dent. Treaties  to  which  England  or  the  United  States  are 
parties  are  usually  drawn  up  in  both  languages,  in  parallel 
columns.  Treaties  with  the  Ottoman  Porte  or  Morocco 
are  drawn  up  in  Arabic  and  French.  The  convention  of 
August  13,  1906,  between  the  United  States  and  the 
states  of  Latin  America  is  drawn  up  in  three  parallel 
columns  in  Portuguese,  Spanish,  and  English. 
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Form  and  Signature.  No  rigorous  form  is  necessar}'  to  be 
followed  in  the  preparation  of  these  instruments  so  long  as 
the  conditions  of  the  agreement  are  clearly  expressed,  and  as- 
sented to,  by  the  signatory  parties.  Those  entered  into  by 
Christian  states  begin  with  a  solemn  invocation  to  the  Deity, 
though  this  is  less  frequently  the  case  than  formerly,  especially 
in  treaties  of  a  commercial  character.  The  first  paragraph 
contains  the  name  and  designation  of  the  contracting  parties, 
followed  by  a  clause  stating,  in  general  terms,  the  object  of 
the  treaty  or  convention,  and  by  the  names  and  titles  of  the 
ministers  who  have  been  empowered  to  represent  the  inter- 
ested states  in  the  negotiation.  Next  follows  the  body  of 
the  treaty,  which  is  made  up  of  stipulations  mutually  agreed 
to.  It  is  divided  into  articles  and  clauses,  the  last  of  which 
fixes  the  terms  of  ratification  and  the  date  of  signature.  As 
many  copies  are  prepared  as  there  are  contracting  parties; 
and,  in  aiHxing  the  signatures  and  seals,  the  principle  of  the 
alternat  is  resorted  to — that  is,  the  representative  of  each  state 
signs  first  the  copy  intended  for  his  own  government.  The 
order  of  the  other  signatures  is  determined  by  lot,  or  alpha- 
betically, the  initial  letter  of  each  state  determining  the  order 
of  signature  for  this  purpose  the  name  in  French  is  used.* 

Ratification  of  Treaties*'  On  accotuit  of  the  tnagtiitude 
and  importance  of  the  interests  involved,  treaties  acquire 
binding  force  only  when  they  have  been  ratified  by  the  sover- 
eign authority  of  the  states  which  are  parties  to  their  opera- 
tion, and  all  modern  treaties  contain  provisions  stipulating  for 
such  an  exchange  of  ratifications.  Ratification  by  one  party 
does  not  constrain  the  others  to  a  similar  course;  but  the  act 
of  ratification,  when  completed  by  all  parties,  is  retroactive  in 
its  operation,  and  gives  effect  to  the  treaty  from  the  date  of 
signature,  unless  the  contrary  is  expressly  stipulated.*    There 

»  Bluntschli,  §§  417-424;  Vattel,  « Mr.  Samuel  B.  CrandAll,  in  the 

liv.  ii.ch.xii.  5156;  Kluber,§§  100-  second    edition    of    his    Treaties^ 

106,  i66-i68;    I  De  Martens,  §{  Their    Making    and    Enfarcemeni 

46,  47;  n  Ibid.  §§331-334;  I  Hal-  (Washington,    1916),   has    clearly 

leek,  p.  106;  II.  Pradier-Fod^r6,  §§  outlined  the  process  and  conditions 

1084-1099;  I  Twiss,  §  351;  II  Dig.  of  treaty-maldng. 

Int.  Law,  §  130;  Hall,  §  109.  'Although  it  is  true,  as  a  prin- 
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has  been  considerable  discussion  as  to  whether  ratification 
could  be  withheld,  without  lack  of  good  faith,  in  treaties  con- 
taining no  such  provision.  Some  Continental  writers,  follow- 
ing the  rufe  of  the  Roman  Law,  have  held  that  states  are 
bound  by  the  acts  of  their  plenipotentiaries,  when  they  have 
not  exceeded  their  full  powers  and  confidential  instructions, 
as  principals  are  bound  by  the  acts  of  their  duly  authorized 
agents.  Others  justly  make  a  distinction,  in  this  respect,  be- 
tween treaties  and  contracts.'  Treaties  are  compacts  between 
sovereign  states,  involving  interests  of  the  greatest  magnitude, 
and  often  of  the  most  intricate  character,  far  transcending  in 
importance  the  agreements  of  individuals,  which,  however 
complicated,  are  relatively  simple  in  comparison.  However 
full  and  minute  the  powers  and  instructions  of  ministers  may 
be,  they  are  still  liable  to  errors  of  judgment  or  mistakes  of 
policy,  which  can  only  be  discovered  and  remedied  by  a  care- 
ful and  disinterested  examination  of  their  work,  and  a  full 
criticism  of  its  provisions  from  all  points  of  view.^ 

Accession  of  Other  States.  Treaties  sometimes  contain 
provisions  for  the  accession  of  third  parties  to  their  operation.- 
The  Declaration  of  Paris,  the  Treaty  of  Washington,  and  the 
Geneva  Convention  are  examples  of  this  practice^  Such  ac- 
cession is  had  by  a  formal  act  on  the  part  of  the  state  desir- 
ing participation,  by  which  it  assumes,  and  agrees  to  be  bound 
by,  the  obligations  of  the  treaty  from  the  date  set  forth  in  its 


cipte  of  international  law,  that,  as 
respects  the  rights  of  either  gov- 
ernment under  it,  a  treaty  is  con- 
sidered as  concluded  and  binding 
from  the  date  of  its  signature,  and 
that  in  this  regard  the  exchange  of 
ratifications  has  a  retroactive  ef- 
fect, confirming  the  treaty  from  its 
date,  a  different  rule  prevails  where 
the  treaty  operates  on  individual 
righu.  There,  the  principle  of  re- 
lation does  not  apply  to  rights  of 
this  character  which  were  vested 
before  the  treaty  was  ratified,  and 
in  so  far  as  it  affects  them  it  is  not 


considered  as  concluded  until  there 
is  an  exchange  of  ratifications. — 
Haver  vs.  Yaker,  9  Wallace,  32; 
Vattel,  liv.  ii.  ch.  xii.  §  156;  II  Pra- 
dier-Fodere,  {$  1100-IJ19;  Hall,  f 
no;  I  Halleck,  p.  229;  II  Dig.  Int. 
Law,§§  131,  132. 

>  Bluntschli,  f  4'9-424;  Kltiber. 
S§  142.  326;  I  De  Nfartens,  §  48;  II 
Ibid.  §§  291,  333;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Uw.  S  152;  Hall,  §  no;  II  Philli- 
more,  pp.  75-77;  H  Dig-  Int.  Law, 
15131.131a;  Heffter.  §87;  Dana's 
Wheaton.  SS  256-262 ;  II  Halleck. 
pp.  229-233. 


236 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


act  of  adhesion.  This  is  especially  the  case  in  treaties  having 
in  view  some  modification  or  amendment  of  the  rules  of  inter- 
national law.  The  provisions  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  in 
1856,  have  been  acceded  to  by  many  states  in  Europe  and 
America.  England  and  the  United  States,  in  the  Treaty  of 
Washington,  of  1871,  agreed  to  use  their  influence  to  induce 
other  nations  to  accept  the  principles  of  maritime  law  laid 
down  in  that  instrument.'  The  arbitration  convention  con- 
cluded by  the  International  Peace  Conference  at  the  Hague, 
in  1899,  prescribes  the  conditions  in  accordance  with  which 
non-signatory  states  may  become  parties  to  the  operation  of 
that  instrument.' 

Termination  of  Treaties.  Treaties  cease  to  be  binding  or 
are  abrogated : 

1.  With  the  mutual  consent  of  the  contracting  parties.  Such 
consent  would  ordinarily  be  expressed  in  a  document  of  the 
same  dignity  and  force  as  the  original  instrument  which  it  is 
proposed  to  abrogate  or  modify.*  The  treaty  of  1862  between 
Great  Britain  and  the  United  States,  in  respect  to  the  sup- 
pression of  the  African  .  slave  -  trade;  has  been  modified  by 
three  subsequent  agreements  on  the  same  subject.* 

2.  When  continuance  is  condition^  upon  terms  which  do 
not  exist.*  The  right  to  navigate  a  boundary  river  which  has 
ceased  to  be  navigable,  or  to  fish  in  certain  waters  in  which 
fisheries  have  ceased  to  exist  are  examples  of  this  case. 

3.  Where  either  party  refuses  to  perform  a  mutual  stipula- 
tion.' This  will  be  the  case  if  but  a  single  article  has  been 
violated,  for  the  agreement  was  to  observe  the  treaty  in  its  en- 
tirety.^ In  this  event  the  other  party  is  released  from  his  obli- 
gations, and  the  instrument  becomes  void ;  or  he  may  insist 


>  Ktttber,  §  161 ;  Heffter.  §  88 ;  II 
Pradier-Fod6r6,  §§  1 131. 1 145-1 150. 

*For  text  of  this  Convention  see 
Appendix  E. 

'  Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the 
United  States  1776-188/,  pp.  461, 

472.  474- 
*•  Wharton's    Commentaries   on 

American  Law,f  161 ;  Vattel,  book 


ii.  ch.  xiii.  f  205;  Bluntschli,  § 
452 ;  KlUber,  §  164 ;  Heffter.  }§  98. 
99;  Pradier-Foder6,  §1210. 

*  Whart.  Comm.  Am.  Law.  $  161 ; 
Heffter.  §  98 ;  Bluntschli.  §  456. 

*  Whart.  Comm.  Am.  Law,  §  161 ; 
Bluntschli.  §  455;  Kliiber.  f  165; 
Vattel,  book  ii.  ch.  xiii.  §  202; 
Heffter.  $  98. 
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upon  a  compliance  with  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty,  and 
may  demand  indemnities  for  any  injury  that  has  resulted  from 
such  failure,  on  the  part  of  the  defaulting  state,  to  observe  its 
agreement.'  As  treaties  convert  imperfect  into  perfect  obliga- 
tions, the  injured  party  may  resort  to  force  to  obtain  redress 
for  the  injury  which  he  has  sustained/ 

4.  Where  all  the  material  stipulations  have  been  per- 
formed.* 

5.  Where  a  party,  having  the  option  to  do  so,  elects  to  with- 
draw.* The  form  and  period  of  notice  in  such  cases  is  usually 
made  the  subject  of  a  clause  or  stipulation  in  the  original  treaty. 

6.  Where  performance  becomes  physically  or  morally  im- 
possible.* A  state,  for  example,  enters  into  treaties  of  alli- 
ance with  several  powers,  all  engage  in  war  at  the  same  time ; 
can  it  in  such  case  comply  with  its  stipulations  ?  (a)  if  they 
engage  in  war  with  a  foreign  state  ;  (b)  if  they  engage  in  war 
with  each  other?  Three  states  enter  into  a  triple  alliance; 
war  breaks  out  between  two  of  them ;   can  the  third  state 

make  good  the  terms^of  the  alliance  with  both  ?* 

7.  When  a  state  of  things,  which  was  the  basis  of  the 


' "  As  the  engagements  of  a  treaty 
impose  on  the  one  hand  a  perfect 
obligation,  they  produce  on  the 
other  a  perfect  right.  The  breach 
of  a  treaty  is,  therefore,  a  violation 
of  the  perfect  right  of  the  party 
with  whom  we  have  contracted; 
and  this  is  an  act  of  injustice 
a^^inst  him." — Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap. 
XI  i.  f  164;  II  De  Martens,  $  265; 
I  Halleck,  pp.  440-442;  III  Philli- 
more,  f  35. 

'  Whart.Comm.  Am.  Law,  §  161 ; 
Bluntschli,  §  450;  Klilber,  f  165; 
Vattel, book  ii.  ch.  xiii.  §  198 ;  Heflf- 
ter.S  99;  I  Halleck,  p.  242;  Hall,§ 
116. 

'  Whart.  Comm.  Am.  Law,  §  161 ; 
Bluntschli,  §  454 ;  KlUber.  S  164 : 
Heflter,  f  99;  I  Halleck,  pp.  242, 
243;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  137a. 

*  Whart.  Comm.  Am.  Law,  §  161 ; 
Bluntschli,  S  459;  Ktttber,  S   164; 


Heflter,  §  98;  I  Lorimer,  p.  264; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  §  275 ;  Hall,  § 
116. 

*  All  contracts  between  great 
states  cease  to  be  unconditionally 
binding  as  soon  as  they  are  tested 
by  the  "struggle  for  existence." 
No  great  nation  will  ever  be  in- 
duced to  sacrifice  its  existence  on 
the  altar  of  fidelity  to  contract 
when  it  is  compelled  to  choose  be- 
tween the  two.  The  maxim  ''ul- 
tra posse  nemo  obligatur"  holds 
good  in  spite  of  all  treaty  formulas 
whatsoever,  nor  can  any  treaty 
guarantee  the  degree  of  zeal  and 
the  amount  of  force  that  will  be 
devoted  to  the  discharge  of  obliga- 
tions when  the  private  interest  of 
those  who  lie  under  them  no  longer 
reinforces  the  text  and  its  earliest 
interpretation.— II  Bismarck's  Au- 
tobiography, pp.  273,  274. 
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treaty,  and  one  of  its  tacit  conditions  no  longer  exists.  A 
particular  treaty  is  entered  into  by  two  states  having  in  mind 
the  continued  existence  of  a  particular  form  of  government, 
the  continuance  of  friendly  relations;  the  existence,  or  ab- 
sence of  emigration,  or  the  like.  In  this  case  as  a  particular 
state  of  affairs  has  changed  or  ceased  to  exist,  the  obligatory 
character  of  the  instrument  undergoes  a  corresponding  change. 
The  same  case  arises  when  one  of  the  contracting  parties 
ceases  to  exist  as  an  independent  state,  or  where  the  internal 
constitution  of  either  state  is  so  changed  as  to  render  the 
treaty  inapplicable  under  circumstances  different  from  those 
in  view  of  which  it  was  concluded.' 

When  the  absorption  of  one  state  in  the  corporate  existence 
of  another  results  from  treaty  stipulations,  the  obligations  of 
the  state  which  ceases  to  exist  are,  as  a  rule,  provided  for  in 
the  treaty  of  cession;  and  pass,  with  its  territories,  to  the 
state  which  has  acquired  them.  When  territory  is  lost  as  a 
result  of  conquest,  the  rule  as  to  the  passing  of  obligations  is 
not  uniform ;  in  some  instances  debts  have  been  assumed  by 
the  conqueror;  in  others,  however,  they  have  been  repudiated ; 
the  amount  of  the  debt  being  regarded  as  in  the  nature  of  an 
indirect  contribution,  levied  by  the  conqueror  upon  the  van- 
quished belligerent  party." 


>  Whart.  Comm.  Am.  Law,  $  i6i ; 
Bluntschli,  §  456;  Kliiber,  §  165, 
note ;  Wheaton.  part  iii.  ch.  ii.  f  10; 
Heffter,  {  9^-  The  treaty  between 
the  United  States  and  Algiers,  for 
example,  was  abrogated  by  the 
French  conquest  of  that  state  in 
1831 ;  those  with  Hanover  were 
similarly  terminated  by  the  absorp- 
tion of  Hanover  in  the  kingdom  of 
Prussia  in  1866. — II  Dig.  Int.  Law, 

Si37a. 

'  '*  In  the  same  manner  as  a  per- 
sonal treaty  expires  at  the  death  of 
the  king  who  has  contracted  it,  a 
real  treaty  is  dissolved  if  one  of  the 
nations  is  destroyed — that  is  to  say, 
not  only  if  the  men  who  compose 
it  happen  all  to  perish,  but  also  if,. 


from  any  cause  whatever,  it  loses 
Its  national  quality,  or  that  of  a 
political  and  independent  society. 
Thus  when  a  state  is  destroyed  and 
the  people  are  dispersed,  or  when 
they  are  subdued  by  a  conqueror, 
all  their  alliances  and  treaties  fall 
to  the  ground  with  the  public  power 
that  contracted  them." — Vattel,  liv. 
ii.  chap^  xiii.  }§  203,  204.  The  rule 
respecting  the  passing  of  obliga- 
tions, where  territory  is  lost  by  con- 
quest, in  the  extreme  form  in  which 
it  is  stated  by  Vattel  (liv.  Ii.  chap, 
xiii.  S  203),  may,  perhaps,  be  accept- 
ed as  the  rule  of  international  law 
applicable  to  the  case,  subject,  how- 
ever, to  the  qualification  above  stat- 
edp  thai  the  failure  of  a  conqueror 
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8.  Where  the  stipulations  of  the  treaty  h*mit  the  period  of 
its  operation  to  a  definite  period  of  time,  or  to  a  fixed  date. 
In  this  case,  however,  the  agreement  Is  said  to  be  renewed  if 
the  parties  avail  themselves  of  its  provisions  subsequent  to  the 
date  fixed  for  its  expiration,  such  action  constituting  a  tacit 
renewal  of  the  treaty.'  The  treaties  of  1785  and  1789  between 
the  United  States  and  Prussia ;  that  of  1816  with  Sweden;  and 
that  of  1824  with  Colombia  were  terminated,  in  each  case,  at 
the  expiration  of  a  period  of  limitation  prescribed  in  the 
treaty  at  the  time  of  its  negotiation.' 

Eflfect  of  War  on  Treaties.  Treaties  are  suspended,  and 
by  some  authorities  are  cancelled,  by  the  occurrence  of  war 
between  the  contracting  parties.  They  remain  suspended 
during  the  period  of  the  war,  from  the  outbreak  of  hostilities 
until  the  negotiation  of  a  treaty  of  peace^"  The  least  effect 
of  war  is  to  interrupt  peaceful  relations;  it  therefore  suspends 
the  operations  of  all  treaties  not  permanent  in  character,  or 
which  do  not  contemplate  a  state  of  war.  The  belligerent 
states  resume  friendly  relations  by  the  execution  of  a  treaty 
of  peace,  and  that  treaty  should  determine  to  what  extent 
treaty  relations  between  them  shall  be  resumed. 

The  following  treaties,  however,  are  not  suspended  by  the 
outbreak  of  war  between  the  contracting  parties  :* 


to  recognize  and  assume,  or  other- 
wise provide  for,  the  obligations  of 
the  conquered  state,  is.  in  sub- 
stance, the  levy  of  a  contribution, 
or  indemnity,  to  the  extent  of  the 
obligation  repudiated ;  their  omis- 
sion from  the  treaty  constituting  a 
tacit  or  indirect  imposition  of  the 
contribution  in  question. 

>  Bluntschn,S45i  ;  Kmber,|i64; 
Vattel,  liv.  ii.  ch.  xiii.  $$  198. 200;  I 
Hallcck,  p.  243;  U  Pradier-Foder6, 
4  1213J;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law.  S  137^; 
Hall,  S  "6 ;  Pomeroy,  |  289. 

'  Bas  vs.  Tingey.  4  Dallas,  37 ; 
Sutton  vs.  Sutton,  i  R.  &  M.  663 ;  I 
Halleclc,  p.  242;  Riquelme,  Der. 
Pub.   Int.  liv.  i.  tit.  i.  chap,  xv.; 


Hall. §  1 25 ;  I  Twiss, §  252 ;  Woolsey, 
§  160;  II  Pradier.Fod6r6,  §  1215; 
Dana's  Wheaton.  §  275.  note.  p.  143. 
The  termination  of  a  treaty  by  war 
does  not  divest  rights  of  property 
already  vested  under  it.  Treaties 
stipulating  for  a  permanent  ar- 
rangement of  territorial  and  other 
national  rights  are  at  most  suspend- 
ed during  war  and  revive  at  peace, 
unless  they  are  waived  by  th6  par- 
ties, or  new  and  repugnant  stipula- 
tions arc  made, — Society,  etc.  vs. 
New  Haven,  8  Wheaton.  464; 
Dana's  Wheaton.  $  275,  note  143. 

'  I  Hallcck,  p.  242 ;  Dana's  Whea- 
ton, §  275,  note  143 ;  Heffter,  §  141 ; 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  166. 
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(i.)  Treaties  of  a  permanent  character,  executed  with  full 
knowledge  that  war  may  occur,  but  given  a  permanent  charac- 
ter by  special  stipulation. 

(2.)  Treaties  entered  into  with  a  view  of  modifying  or 
amending  the  rules  of  international  law.  Of  this  the  Dec- 
laration of  Paris,  modifying  the  rules  of  maritime  war,  and 
the  rules  of  war  on  land  adopted  by  the  peace  conference  at 
the  Hague  in  1899  are  examples. 

(3.)  Treaties  which  contemplate  the  occurrence  of  war,  and 
which  come  into  effect  only  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities. 
Such  are  treaties  of  alliance,  or  subsidy,  of  treaties  regulat- 
ing the  operations  of  war,  or  defining  contraband  of  war  or 
guaranteeing  the  neutrality  of  a  place,  as  a  state,  a  city,  or 
a  ship^anal. 

Classification  of  Treaties.  Treaties  are  susceptible  of 
classification,  according  to  their  subject-matter,  into : 

{a.)  Treaties,  properly  so-called. 

{b.)  Cartels. 

{c.)  Capitulations. 

{d.)  Suspensions  of  arms,  or  truces.. 

Those  of  the  first  class,  or  treaties  proper,  are  again  sub- 
divided into: 

(a,)  Transitory  Agreements  or  Cotwentions.  These  are  trea- 
ties the  immediate  execution  of  which  is  essential,  and  which 
are  complete  when  the  stipulated  act  has  been  performed ;  their 
effects  only  are  permanent!  Such  are  boundary  conventions, 
treaties  of  cession,  etc.,  corresponding  to  executed  contracts 
at  common  law. 

(d.)  Permanent  Treaties.  These  have  continuing  effect,  and 
regulate  the  future  relations  and  actions  of  the  contracting 
parties.  Treaties  of  friendship  and  commerce,  of  neutrality, 
extradition,  and  naturalization,  and  postal  and  customs  con- 
ventions are  examples  of  this  class.  These  treaties  may  be  of 
perpetual  or  limited  duration.  They  may  go  into  effect  at  a 
fixed  date  in  the  future,  and  may  expire  at  a  certain  date,  at 
the  expiration  of  a  certain  period,  or  may  be  terminated  at 
the  will  of  either  party,  upon  due  notification.    Their  exist- 
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cnce  may  be  terminated  by  war,  or  they  may  come  into  effect 
only  during  hostilities  between  the  interested  parties. 

Cartels  are  agreements  entered  into  in  time  of  war,  for  the 
exchange  of  prisoners.  They  are  made  by  the  commanders- 
in-chief  of  the  belligerent  forces,  with  the  express  or  presumed 
consent  of  their  governments.  They  may  be  transitory  in 
character,  or  for  the  period  of  the  waf.^  In  some  European 
states  this  term  is  applied  to  an  agreement  entered  into  in 
time  of  peace  for  the  extradition  of  deserters  from  the  mili- 
tary service. 

Capitulations  are  agreements  entered  into,  in  time  of  war,, 
by  the  cbnimanders  of  hostile  fleets  or  armies,  for  the  sur- 
render of  a  fortified  place  or  fleet,  or  of  a  defeated  army.  ^  The 
proposition  may  originate  with  the  commander  of  the  place, 
fleet,  or  army,  or  may  be  in  the  nature  of  a  demand  made 
upon  him  by  the  opposite,  or  successful,  party.  Upon  either 
of  these,  as  a  basis,  the  capitulation  is  drawn  up,  the  terms 
being  modified,  and  the  conditions  of  surrender  determined, 
by  the  relative  strength  and  resources  of  the  belligerent  par- 
ties; Every  general  commanding  a  besieged  place  or  separate 
army  is  presumed  to  have  authority  to  enter  into  arrange- 
ments of  this  kind,  though  his  power  may  be  restricted  in 
some  way  by  the  sovereign  authority  of  his  own  state.  In 
such  an  event  his  action  would  be  subject  to  the  approval 
of  his  government,  and  he  should  notify  his  opponent  that 
such  is  the  case.*  Cartels  and  capitulations  are  drawn  up  in 
the  san)e  form  as  treaties.  The  latter  are  signed  first  by  the 
successful  party.' 

Objects  of  Treaties.  The  purpose  or  object  of  a  treaty  is, 
in  most  cases,  sufficiently  determined  by  its  title.  There  are 
some,  however,  which  require  additional  explanation. 

Treaties  of  Alliance.    These  are  agreements  undertaken 

*  II  Halleck,  p.  354;  III  Phillt-  '  For  a  discussion  of  the  duty  of 

more,  §  112.  the  commanding  officer  of  a  be- 

'  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  zvi.  f§  ^^i"  sieged  place  in  the  matter  of  sur- 

263;  II  Halleck,  p.  348;  III  Philli-  render,  see  the  chapter  relating  to 

more.  §  123.  the  operations  of  war. 
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by  two  or  more  states  with  a  view  to  secure  concerted  ac- 
tion for  a  certain  purpose.  They  may  be  either  temporary  or 
permanent  in  character,  and  are  entered  into  by  states  which 
are  menaced  by  a  common  danger,  or  whose  mutual  interests 
are  threatened.  Alliances  are  created  by  treaty  stipulations,  and, 
however  slight  the  concert  of  action  may  be,  the  resulting  com- 
bination possesses  some  of  the  essential  features  of  a  league  or 
confederation ;  the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  alliance  determining 
the  conditions.of  the  union.  Alliances  may  be  equal  or  un- 
equal, offensive  or  defensive,  or  both.  Allied  states  may 
guarantee  the  continuance  of  a  certain  state  of  affairs  in  a 
third  state,  or  in  one  of  the  states  of  the  alliance.  They  are 
defensive  when  their  object  is  to  secure  a  common  interest 
against  aggression-.  Such  alliances  are  conservative  in  char- 
acter, and,  by  aggregating  the  influence  and  resources  of  a 
number,  aim  to  secure  respect  for  the  sovereign  rights  of 
each  of  the  component  states.  Offensive  alliances  are  formed 
for  the  purpose  of  attacking  a  state,  or  league  of  states,  either 
directly,  or  upon  the  occurrence  of  certain  conditions.  Prom 
their  nature  they  are  a  constant  menace  to  the  peace  of  na- 
tions. The  leagues  organized  to  resist  the  schemes  of  Louis 
XIV.  and  Napoleon,  though  offensive  in  form,  were  really  de- 
fensive  in  character,  and  tended  to  preserve  the  principle  of 
balance  of  powen  If  alliances  of  this  class  be  excepted,  it 
will  be  found  that  the  offensive  combinations  of  which  his- 
tory has  preserved  the  records,  whatever  may  have  been  the 
real  or  assumed  necessity  of  their  organization,  and  however 
wisely  they  may  have  been  administered,  have  rarely  secured 
the  prevalence  of  justice,  or  contributed  to  the  advancement 
of  any  righteous  cause. 

Equal  Alliances  stipulate  for  the  same  or  similar  contribu- 
tions of  force  or  resources,  or  for  a  proportionate  contribution 
based  upon  the  resources  of  each  ally.  Unequal  Alliances  are 
those  in  which  the  contributions  stipulated  for  are  unequal  in 
character  or  amount,  or  in  which  the  allied  powers  enjoy  dif- 
ferent degrees  of  consideration  or  influence.  *  Each  party  to  a 
treaty  of  alliance  is  the  sole  judge  as  to  when  the  case  con- 
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templated  by  the  treaty  exists,  or  in  which  the  action  or  inter- 
vention of  an  ally  is  required.' . 

Treaties  of  Guarantee.  These  compacts  are  accessory  in 
character,  and  are  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  securing  the 
observance  of  a  treaty  already  existing,  or  the  permanence  of 
an  existing  state  of  affairs.  If  the  guarantee  covers  the  viola- 
tion of  any  and  every  right,  the  treaty  of  guarantee  creates  an 
alliance.  The  term  guarantee,  in  its  most  general  sense,  in- 
cludes all  treaties  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  secure  the  observ- 
ance and  execution  of  other  treaties,  or  the  maintenance  of 
certain  existing  conditions  for  a  limited  or  unlimited  period 
of  time.  The  conditions  of  the  guarantee  are  stated,  in  detail, 
in  the  body  of  the  treaty.  The  guarantor  state  decides  when 
the  case  exists  which  was  contemplated  in  its  guarantee,  and 
is  required  to  fulfil  the  conditions  stated  in  the  guarantee, 
and  no  more.  Any  change  in  the  guaranteed  treaty,  without 
the  consent  of  the  guarantor,  annuls  the  obligation.  If  the 
duty  or  aid  stipulated  is  inadequate  to  the  end  proposed  in 
the  guarantee  no  additional  duty  or  aid  can  be  required.* 

The  following  conditions  have  been  made  the  subject  of 
guarantee : 

{a.)  The  political  existence  of  a  state,  its  sovereignty,  or 
independence,  or  its  existence  within  certain  territorial  limits.' 

(6.)  The  permanent  neutrality  of  a  state/  or  its  neutrality 
under  certain  conditions.*  Similarly  a  portion  or  fragment  of 
a  state  may  be  neutralized  with  a  view  to  secure  the  uninter- 
rupted use  of  a  work  of  public  improvement  as  in  the  case  of 
the  Suez  Canal  and  the  proposed  interoceanic  canals  in  Nica- 
ragua and  on  the  Isthmus  of  Panama. 


"  I  Halleck,  p.  236 ;  Vattel,  liv. 
it.  ch.   xii.  §§    174-182;    Heffter. 

S92. 

■  II  Phillimore,  pp.  80-88 ;  Vat- 
tel, liv.  ii.  ch.  zvi.  §§  235-261;  I 
Halleck,  p.  235. 

•  The  sovereignty  and  indepen- 
dence of  Greece  was  guaranteed  by 
France,  Great  Britain,  and  Russia, 
in  a  treaty  negotiated  at  London, 


in  1832.  The  Treaty  of  Paris,  of 
1856,  contained  a  somewhat  simi- 
lar provision  of  respecting  the  Ot- 
toman empire. 

*  The  case  of  Switzerland  is  an 
example  of  this. 

*  Tne  perpetual  neutralization  of 
Belgium  was  guaranteed  by  the 
great  powers  in  the  treaty  of  April 
19,  1839. 
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{c)  The  free  navigation  of  certain  rivers,*  and  the  perma- 
nent neutrality  of  works  of  improvement  upon  them. 

{d.)  The  neutrality  of  ship-canals  and  other  artificial  means 
of  communication  between  bodies  of  water  of  which  the  navi- 
gation is  free  to  ships  of  all  nations. 

{e.)  The  payment  of  loans.'  In  this  case  the  guaranteeing 
powers  usually  become  guarantors,  and  are  obliged  to  make 
good  any  default  of  their  principals  in  their  stipulated  pay- 
ments of  principal  or  interest. 

Reciprocity  Treaties.  These  are  compacts  containing  stip- 
ulations requiring  the  mutual  or  reciprocal  observance  of  cer- 
tain duties  or  obligations.  Most  treaties,  to  a  certain  extent, 
involve  reciprocal  action,  or  the  recognition  of  mutual  rights 
and  duties.  It  is  only  when  a  treaty  involves  a  considerable 
number  of  such  obligations  that  it  receives  this  name.  Extra- 
dition and  naturalization  treaties  are  reciprocal,  but  only  on 
the  subject  from  which  each  is  named.  Most  reciprocity  trea- 
ties, properly  so  called,  are  of  a  commercial  character,  and 
stipulate  for  specially  favorable  terms  of  commercial  inter- 
course, for  consular  privileges,  for  the  admission  of  certain 
products  of  each  state  into  the  ports  of  the  other  at  special 
rates  of  duty,  or  without  the  payment  of  duty.*  They  are 
usually  entered  into  for  a  limited  period  of  time,  at  the  end  of 
which  they  expire,  or,  at  the  will  of  the  interested  states,  are 
revised  and  extended  for  a  further  period.'  The  component 
states  of  a  union  or  confederacy  are  frequently  obliged,  by  the 
constitution  or  treaty  of  union,  to  grant  many  reciprocJil  priv- 


>  KlUber.  §  1 57. 

•  In  the  Treaty  of  London,  in 
1832.  France,  Great  Britain,  and 
Russia  guaranteed  a  loan  of  Otho, 
the  Bavarian  prince  who  had  been 
created  by  them  King  of  Greece. 

'Treatiescontaining^atisknown 
as  "the  most  favored  nftion  clause" 
are  not  generally  regarded  as  oper- 
ating to  entitle  states  whose  trea- 
ties contain  them  to  special  privi- 
leges stipulated  for  in  reciprocity 
treaties.    This  for  the  reason  that 


the  subjects  covered  by  the  "  most 
favored  nation  clause"  relate  to 
gratuitous  privileges  merely,  and 
do  not  apply  to  reciprocity  treaties 
which  contain  stipulations  which, 
as  they  are  based  upon  considera- 
tion, partake  of  the  nature  of  con- 
tract obligations.  A  contrary  view, 
however,  has  been  asserted  by  Great 
Britain. — II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  {134; 
I  Ibid.  §  68;  U.  S.  For.  Rel.  1896, 

p.  429- 
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ileges  to  each  others  This  was  the  case  in  the  ZoUverein,  and 
is  so  in  the  existing  German  Confederation.  According  to 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  the  states  of  the  Fed- 
eral Union  are  obliged  to  extradite  criminals  on  the  demand 
of  other  states,  to  accord  the  privileges  of  citizenship  to  citi- 
zens of  other  states,  and  to  give  full  faith  to  the  properly  au- 
thenticated records  and  judgments  of  courts  in  the  other 
states  of  the  Union. 

Rules  for  the  Interpretation  of  Treaties.  Treaties,  like 
laws,  are  drawn  in  general  terms,  and  in  their  preparation  the 
effort  is  made  to  frame  their  provisions  in  such  terms  as  will 
include  all  cases  that  may  fairly  arise  under  them*  .  This  is  a 
task  of  extreme  difficulty.  As  the  parties  to  such  agreements, 
more  frequently  than  not,  speak  different  languages,  and  rep- 
resent different,  and  sometimes  opposing,  legal  and  political 
systems,  it  is  not  at  all  remarkable  that  causes  of  difference 
should  arise  more  frequently  in  the  execution  of  treaties  than 
in  the  operation  of  municipal  laws.  The  rules  of  interpreta- 
tion in  both  cases  are  substantially  the  same ;  the  task  of  in- 
terpretation, however,  is  vastly  more  difficult,  in  the  case  of 
treaties,  than  in  the  case  of  contracts  and  municipal  laws.  The 
attempt  to  frame  rules  for  this  purpose  has  been  frequently 
made ;  not  always,  however,  with  entirely  satisfactory  results. 
The  English  rules  of  Rutherforth  are  based  upon  the  common 
law  rules  of  interpretation  as  applied  to  contracts.  Those  of 
Vattel  and  Domat  are  based  upon  the  rules  of  the  Roman  law. 
To  these  authors  the  student  is  referred  for  a  general  discus- 
sion of  the  subject.' 
The  following  rules  are  now  generally  sanctioned : 
(i.)  Interpretation   must  be  mutual.     Neither  party  to  a 


'  Grotius,  Itv.  ii.  chap.  xvi. ;  Vat- 
tel, liv.  ii.  chap.  xvii. ;  Kutherforth, 
book  ii.  chap.  vii. ;  I  Halleck,  pp. 
244-250;  II  Phillimore,  §§  64-67. 
Phillimore  arranges  the  several 
rules  of  interpretation  under  three 
heads:  (a)  Authentic  interpreta- 
tton;  that  is,  the  exposition  sup- 
plied by'  the  lawgiver  himself,  (b) 
17 


Usual  interpretation  ;  that  which  is 
founded  upon  usage  and  prece- 
dent. (^  Doctrinal  interpreta- 
tion; that  which  is  founded  upon 
a  scientific  exposition  of  the  terms 
of  the  instrument,  and  which,  ac- 
cording to  many  jurists,  is  the  only 
interpretation  properly  so  called. — 
II  Phillimore,  f  67 ;  Klilber,  f  163. 
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treaty  can  apply  his  own  rule  without  impairing,  or  destroy* 
ing,  the  binding  force  of  the  instrument.' 

(2.)  A  clause  of  a  treaty  can  have  but  one  true  meaning.* 

(3.)  The  words  of  a  treaty  are  presumed  to  have  been  used 
in  their  usual  sense  and  acceptation  at  the  time  the  treaty  was 
made,  unless  such  interpretation  involves  an  absurdity.*' 

(4.)  Terms  technical  to  an  art  are  used  in  the  sense  or  mean- 
ing applied  to  them  in  that  art;  terms  peculiar  to  the  language 
of  one  of  the  contracting  parties  are  given  the  meaning  which 
they  have  in  that  language.^  Where  a  treaty  is  executed  in 
more  than  one  language,  each  language  being  the  language  of 
a  contracting  party,  each  document  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
original,  and  the  sense  of  the  treaty  is  to  be  drawn  from  them 
collectively.* 

(5.)  Clauses  inserted  at  the  instance,  or  for  the  benefit,  of 
one  party,  are  strictly  construed;  that  is,  they  are  given  the 
meaning  least  favorable  to  the  party  at  whose  instance  they 
were  inserted;*  it  is  his  fault  if  he  has  not  expressed  himself 
clearly. 

(6.)  Favorable  clauses  are  to  be  interpreted  liberally.  Odious 
clauses  are  to  be  interpreted  strictly.  Favorable  clauses  are 
those  granting  privileges  to  individuals  or  states,  or  doing 
away  with,  or  modifying,  restrictions  upon  rights.  Harsh 
clauses  are  those  depriving  individuals,  or  classes  of  persons, 
of  rights  already  existing,  or  abridging  such  rights  or  privi- 
leges, or  rendering  them  ineffective.' 

(7.)  An  interpretation  which  renders  a  treaty  inoperative  is 


'  Hall,  §111;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap. 
xvii.§  265;  KlUber.  §  163;  Heffter. 
§85;  Wildman,  pp.  177. 178;  Whar- 
ton, Comm.  on  Amer.  Law,  §  157; 
II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  133. 

•Boyd's  Wheaton,   §  287a;    II 
Phillimore,   §  73;   Vattel,    liv.    ii., 
chap.  xvii.  §  283. 

'  Hall,  §111;  Vattel,  Hv.  ii.  chap, 
xvii.  §§  271--282;  Wildman,  p.  177; 
Woolsey,  §  113;  II  Phillimore, 
S70. 

«  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xvii.  §  276 ; 


Wildman,  pp.  177-178;  Woolsey", 
S  113;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  133;  II 
Phillimore,  §  70. 

*  U.  S.  vs,  Arredondo,  6  Peters, 
691. 

*  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xvii.  §  264 ; 
Heffter,  §  98;  Wildman.  p.  179; 
Woolsey,  §113;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  § 
133;  II  Phillimore,  §  70. 

'  Vattel.  liv.  ii.  chap.  xvii.  §§  300- 
310;  Wildman,  pp.  184,  185  ;  Wool- 
sey, §  113;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  $  133; 
II  Phillimore,  §  95. 
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to  be  rejected.  Treaties  are  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of 
accomplishing  an  end,  or  of  attaining  an  object.  An  interpre- 
tation, therefore,  which  renders  21  treaty  wholly  or  in  part  inop- 
erative, is  absurd.' 

(8.)  Special  clauses  are  to  be  preferred  to  general:  pro- 
hibitory clauses  to  permissive  j  and,  in  general,  that  which  is 
expressed  in  great  detail  is  to  be  preferred  to  that  which  is 
stated  in  general  terms,  or  in  less  particular  detail.  General 
clauses  are  declaratory  of  a  principle.  If  exceptions  exist, 
they  are  accurately  defined  and  stated  in  the  modifying 
clauses  which  follow  the  principal  clause. .  The  broad  terms 
of  a  general  clause,  or  title,  cannot  be  appealed  to  as  author- 
ity against  the  precise  limitation  or  exemption  of  the  special 
clause.'. 

(9.)  In  the  interpretation  of  a  treaty  the  instrument  must 
be  regarded  as  an  organic  whole,  and  every  part  must  be  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  every  other  part.  Hence  earlier 
clauses  are  explained  by  later  clauses  in  the  same  treaty,  or 
by  clauses  on  the  same  subject  in  later  treaties  between  the 
same  parties.  Obscure  clauses  in  earlier  treaties  are  explained 
by  clearer  and  more  precisely  stated  clauses  in  agreements  of 
later  date4  As  regards  any  particular  subject  of  stipulation, 
the  whole  treaty  policy  of  two  states  on  that  subject  is  to  be 
considered.  Later  treaties  explain  and  modify  earlier  treaties 
on  the  same  subject.' 

Strict,  or  Restrictive  Interpretation^  consists  in  the  precise 
application  of  the  terms  of  an  instrument  to  a  particular  case 
arising  under  it;  It  involves  the  exclusion  of  all  cases  not 
covered  by  a  literal  rendering  of  its  terms/ 

Liberal^  or  Extensive  Interpretation,  consists  in  an  attempt 
to  so  construe  the  provisions  of  a  treaty  as  to  include  within 
its  operations  cases  similar  in  principle  to  those  specifically 

' Hall,  S  III ;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  •  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xvii.  §  286; 

xvii.  $1  282p  283,286;  Wildman,  p.  II  Ferguson,  §  133;  Wildman,  p. 

177;  Woolsey,!  113.  180;   Woolsey,  \  113;    II  PhillU 

•  Wildman,  p.  185 ;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  more,  §  70;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  133. 

chap.  xvii.  §§  312-317;   II  Philli-  *  Vattel,  liv.  Ii.  chap.  xvii.  §§  292, 

more,  f  97»  293;  II  Phillimore,  §§  82-87. 
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provided  for.  In  connection  with  the  subject  of  interpre- 
tation the  following  definitions  are  given  of  terms  frequently 
used  in  connection  with  treaties: 

Protocol.  This  is  a  word  of  Byzantine  origin,  and  was 
at  the  outset  applied  to  the  first,  or  outer,  sheet  of  a  roll 
of  manuscript  upon  which  was  written  or  impressed  the 
writer's  name,  the  date  of  the  instnunent,  and  the  title  of 
the  minister  from  whose  office  it  issued.  In  diplomatic 
usage  it  signifies  a  preliminary  draft  of  a  document,  or, 
like  the  French  term  proems  verbal^  it  stands  for  the  minutes 
of  a  conf  erence» 

Parafe  {irapaypaipii)  is  a  term  adapted  from  the  Greek, 
signifying  a  marginal  note.  In  diplomacy  it  is  the  placing 
of  their  initials  in  the  margin  of  a  proposed  treaty  by  the 
negotiators. 

Declaration.  The  annotmcement  of  certain  principles 
of  international  action,  as,  the  Declaration  of  Paris  ap- 
pended to  the  treaty  concluding  the  Crimean  War  and 
stating  principles  of  sea  law. 

Recez.  This  term  is  applied  to  the  act  of  a  diet,  or  con- 
gress, in  reducing  to  writing  the  restdt  of  its  deliberations 
upon  a  particular  subject,  before  final  adjournment. 

Separate  Articles.  These  are  clauses  added  to  a  treaty 
after  it  has  been  formally  signed  and  ratified.  They  are 
contained  in  a  separate  instrument,  and  are  duly  authenti- 
cated, but  are  construed  in  connection  with  the  treaty  to 
which  they  refer,  and  of  which  they  form  a  part. 

The  Most  Favored  Nation  Clause.  The  use  of  this 
clause  is  becoming  constantly  more  frequent  in  treaties, 
especially  in  those  of  a  commercial  character.  It  commends 
itself  by  its  convenience.  Its  effect  is  to  extend  the  scope 
and  operation  of  a  treaty  to  cover  any  concessions  of  privi- 
leges, of  a  similar  character  to  those  stipulated  for,  which 
may  be  granted  in  the  fucure,  by  either  party,  to  other 
states,  or  to  their  citizens  or  subjects.  The  clauses  of  later 
treaties  granting  such  concessions  in  this  way  become  an 
integral  part  of  the  early  treaty.     The  following  clause. 
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extracted  from  a  recent  treaty  of  the  United  States,  illus- 
trates the  principle  involved:  ''Every  right,  privilege,  or 
Immunity  that  the  Egyptian  Government  now  grants,  or 
may  grant  in  future,  to  the  subjects  or  citizens,  vessels, 
commerce,  and  navigation  of  whatsoever  other  foreign 
power,  shall  be  granted  to  citizens  of  the  United  States, 
vessels,  commerce,  and  navigation,  who  shall  have  the  right 
to  enjoy  the  same"  (Treaty  with  Egjrpt,  November  i6, 
1884.)  A  recent  example  is  art.  xiv.  of  the  treaty  with 
Japan  of  February  21,  1911. 

Concordat.  This  terhi  is  applied  to  conventions  con- 
cluded by  the  Holy  See.  With  the  absorption  of  the 
Papal  States  by  the  Kingdom  of  Italy,  the  Pope,  to  whom 
there  remain  the  Vatican,  the  Lateran,  and  the  Zecca 
palaces  at  Rome,  and  the  suburban  estate  of  Castel  Gan- 
dolfo,  finds  himself  without  territory  or  subjects  and  yet 
enjoying  a  status  extranational  in  character  and  akin 
to  international.  He  maintains  diplomatic  relations  with 
many  governments,  notably  Bavaria,  Spain,  Great  Britain, 
The  Netherlands,  Austria.  His  official  utterances  are 
termed  decrees,  encyclicals,  pastorals,  constitutions;  the 
term  motu  propria  is  also  used.  The  Italian  government 
has  defined  its  attitude  in  a  statute  passed  May  13,  187 1, 
the  "law  touching  the  prerogatives  of  the  sovereign 
Pontiff  as  to  his  seat  and  his  relations  to  the  State  and 
Church";  it  is  known  as  the  Law  of  Guarantees.  He  en- 
joys a  large  annual  appropriation  from  the  Italian  royal 
treasury,  never  yet  actually  utilized.  As  a  mediator  in 
many  international  disputes  the  Papacy  has  maintained, 
a  position  of  consistent  usefulness  to  modem  civilizatiori. 
(The  Guarantee  Law  is  printed  by  Fleischmann,  Volker- 
rechtsqueUen,  No.  31;  a  very  full  bibliography  of  the  sub- 
ject is  given  by  M.  Gidel  in  his  Quelques  I  dies  sur  la  Con- 
dition International  de  la  Papauti,  Paris,  191 2;  Fauchille, 
in  his  edition  of  Bonfils  (iii,  chap,  ii.),  No.  896,  treats  the 
theme  exhaustively.) 


CHAPTER  IX 

THE  CONFLICT  OF  INTERNATIONAL  RIGHTS:  THE  ADJUST- 
MENT OF  DISPUTES,  MEDIATION.  ARBITRATION,  RE- 
TORSION. REPRISALS,  PACIFIC  BLOCKADE 

Procedure  in  Cases  of  Conflict.  When  a  conflict  of  in- 
ternational rights  arises,  as  is  the  case  whenever  one  state  has 
a  cause  of  difference  with  s^nother,  it  is  customary  for  the 
state  whose  rights  have  been  denied,  or  trespassed  upon,  to 
make  known  its  cause  of  complaint  to  the  offending  state,  and 
to  demand  that  justice  be  done  for  the  wrong  that  has  been 
committed.  The  urgency  of  this  demand  is  always  propor- 
tional to  the  gravity  and  importance  of  the  injury  sustained. 
The  motive  of  some  violations  of  perfect  or  sovereign  rights 
may  be  so  obvious  and  unmistakable  that  no  explanations  are 
asked  for  by  the  offended  state,  and  resort  is  at  once  had  to 
forcible  measures  of  redress.  On  the  other  hand,  the  offence 
may  consist  in  the  violation  of  some  minor  rule  of  comity  of 
so  little  importance  that  a  mere  exchange  of  diplomatic  notes 
is  deemed  a  sufficient  remedy.  Between  these  two  extremes 
lie  the  various  methods  of  settling  international  disputes.* 

Methods  of  Adjustment.  Those  most  frequently  resorted 
to  are : 

(a,)  An  amicable  adjustment  of  the  difference  by  the  inter- 
ested states. 

(*.)  Mediation. 

(c.)  Arbitration. 

The  Amicable  Adjustment  of  Disputes.  A  cause  of  dif- 
ference between  two  sovereign  states  may  arise,  (a)  as  a  con- 
sequence of  friction  in  the  relations  of  the  states  themselves 

'  III  Phillimore,  pp.  i,  2;  II  Ferguson,  p.  220;  Walker,  Manual,  p. 93. 
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as  bodies  corporate,  or  (b)  as  a  consequence  of  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  sustained  by  a  citizen  of  the  one  from 
the  government  of  the  other.  In  the  latter  case  it  is  a  rule 
observed  by  all  states  that  the  citizen  or  subject  who  prefers 
the  complaint  will  be  required  to  show,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Foreign  Office  of  the  state  to  which  such  complaint  is  pre- 
sented, that  he  has  resorted  to,  and  exhausted,  all  local  means 
of  redress  provided  by  the  state  by  whom  the  injury  is  alleged 
to  have  been  inflicted,  before  bringing  the  matter  to  the  at- 
tention of  his  own  government.' 


'  A  citizen  of  one  nation,  wronged 
by  the  conduct  of  another  nation, 
must  seek  redress  through  his  own 
government.  His  sovereign  must 
assume  the  responsibility  of  pre- 
senting his  claim,  or  it  need  not  be 
considered. — United  States z'j.  Die- 
kelman.  92  U.  S.  520  [524].  The 
usage  of  sovereigns  is  not  to  inter- 
fere in  the  administration  of  justice 
until  the  foreign  subject  who  com- 
plains has  gone  with  his  case  to  the 
court  of  dernier  resort.  —  Pagan's 
Case,  I  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  25.  Ran- 
dolph (179?).  A  nation  ought  not 
to  interfere  in  the  causes  of  its  citi- 
zens brought  before  foreign  tribu- 
nals, except  in  a  case  of  refusal  of 
justice  or  of  palpable  injustice. — 
Green's  case,  I  Ibid.  p.  53,  Bradford 
(1794).  The  rule  that  before  a  citi- 
zen of  a  country  is  entitled  to  the 
aid  of  his  government  in  obtaining 
redress  for  wrongs  done  him  by  an- 
other government,  he  must  have 
soup;ht  redress  in  vain  through  the 
judicial  tribunal  of  that  other  gov- 
ernment, is  inapplicable  where  the 
offending  government,  by  the  acts 
of  its  proper  organ,  relieves  the  in- 
jured party  from,  the  obligation  of 
pursuing  such  a  course.  —  Pana- 
ma Transit  Tax,  XIII  Ibid.  p.  S47> 
Akerman  (187 1).  Where  an  officer 
with  a  party  of  armed  men,  acting 
under  an  order  of  a  judicial  officer 
of  the  port  of  Granada,  seized  an 


American  vessel  at  that  port,  kept 
possession  of  it  a  few  hours,  and 
then  withdrew  pursuant  to  an  order 
of  the  same  judge,  the  seizure  hav- 
ing been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  a  supposed  legal  right: 
Held,  that  this  government  ought 
not  to  make  reclamation  in  behalf 
of  the  owner,  as  it  is  presumable 
that  if  the  proceedings  were  illegal 
the  judicial  tribunals  of  Nicaragua 
will  afford  redress.  —  Case  of  the 
Tipitapa,  XIII  Ibid.  p.  554.  Aker- 
man ( 1 872).  A  Spanish-owned  ves- 
sel on  her  way  from  New  York  to 
Havana,  being  in  distress,  put,  by 
leave  of  the  admiral  commanding 
the  squadron,  into  Port  Royal, 
S.  C,  then  in  rebellion  and  block- 
aded by  a  government  fleet,  and 
was  seized  as  prize  of  war  and 
used  by  the  government.  She 
was  afterwards  condemned  as  prize, 
but  ordered  to  be  restored.  She 
never  was  restored;  damages  for 
her  seizure,  detention,  and  val- 
ue beine  awarded :  Held,  that 
clearly  she  was  not  prize  of  war 
or  subject  to  capture,  and  that 
her  owners  were  entitled  to  fair 
indemnity,  although  it  might  well 
be  doubted  whether  the  case  was 
not  more  properly  a  subject  for 
diplomatic  adjustment  than  for  de- 
termination by  the  courts.  —  The 
Nuestra  Sehara  de  Regia,  17  Wal- 
lace, 30. 
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Procedure*  Whenever  a  state  has  occasion  to  complain  of 
the  action  of  another  towards  itself  or  towards  one  of  its  sub- 
jects, a  statement  of  the  particular  act  complained  of  is  pre- 
pared in  the  Foreign  Office  of  the  offended  state.  This  state- 
ment is  based  upon  all  the  ascertainable  facts  of  the  case, 
which  should  be  so  carefully  sifted  and  verified,  by  those 
charged  with  their  investigation,  as  to  make  it  impossible  to 
question  their  substantial  accuracy.  This  is  necessary  because 
it  is  impossible,  in  international  affairs,  to  produce  evidence 
in  the  ordinary  legal  acceptation  of  the  term.  The  facts  thus 
ascertained  and  verified  are  next  examined  with  a  view  to  as- 
certaining whether  they  do,  or  do  not,  constitute  a  violation  of 
international  law.  If  they  do  a  statement  of  the  case  is  pre- 
pared and  a  formal  demand  for  redress  is  submitted,  through 
the  proper  diplomatic  channels,  to  the  government  by  whom 
the  injury  was  committed.  In  support  of  this  case  reference 
is  made  to  the  works  of  standard  text-writers,  to  the  provisions 
of  treaties,  if  the  case  be  covered  by  them,  and  to  precedents 
in  international  intercourse,  especially  to  those  established  by 
the  offending  state  in  its  international  relations.  In  conclu- 
sion, such  explanation,  disavowal,  or  reparation  is  demanded 
as  is  warranted  by  the  circumstances  of  the  case.' 

If  that  government  be  clearly  in  the  wrong  it  acknowledges 
its  error,  or  disavows  the  act  of  its  subordinate  officials;  and 
offers  reparation,  accompanied  by  such  explanation  and  apol- 
ogy as  the  occasion  seems  to  demand.  In  cases  where  such  a 
remedy  is  suitable,  money  indemnities  are  agreed  upon  and 
paid  to  injured  parties.'  It  rarely  happens,  however,  that 
either  state,  in  a  particular  controversy,  is  either  entirely 
right,  or  entirely  wrong ;  and  the  same  facts  are,  in  general, 
differently  regarded  by  each  of  two  interested  states.  This 
leads  to  controversial  discussion,  each  state  advancing  argu- 
ments and  citing  authorities  in  support  of  that  view  of  the 

■  II  De  Martens,  §  251  ;  Creasy,  '  See,  in  this  connection,  the  dis- 

First  Platform, §} 322-372 ;  III  Phil-  cussion  of  the  right  of  a  state  to 

limore,  pp.  1-17 ;  Vattel,  Itv.  ii.  cb.  protect  its  citizens  abroad,  pp.  95- 

xviii.  §§  323-326;  II   Ferguson,  §  98. 
158;  II  Dig.  Int.  Law,§§  213-222. 
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case  which  it  believes  to  be  most  nearly  in  accordance  with 
justice.  A  correspondence  of  this  kind  may  continue  through 
a  period  of  years,  and  rarely  leads  to  results  of  direct  or  im- 
mediate importance.  It  is  resorted  to  when  two  states  cherish 
different  views  as  to  the  justice  of  a  practice  maintained  or  ad- 
vocated by  one  and  denied  by  the  other.  Such  was  the  long 
controversy  between  England  and  the  United  States  upon  the 
right  of  search,  which  extended  over  a  period  of  more  thaa 
fifty  years.  When  a  nation  complains  of  a  clear  and  decided 
violation  of  international  law,  however,  and  no  dispute  exists 
as  to  the  facts  in  the  case,  reparation  on  the  part  of  the  of- 
fending state  is  usually  made  with  the  greatest  promptness.' 

Duty  of  Moderation.  In  this  method  of  adjustment,  much 
depends  upon  the  tact  and  moderation  shown  by  the  diplo- 
matic representatives  of  the  interested  states  in  dealing  with 
the  question  of  difference.    "  It  not  infrequently  happens  that 


'  The  following  cases  are  cited  in 
illustration  of  this  principle : 

Cas£  of  the  Laconia,  In  Decem- 
ber, 1878,  the  American  whaling- 
ship  Laconia,  while  in  the  port  of 
Zanzibar,  Africa,  was  boarded  by 
an  officer  of  the  British  ship*of-war 
Leader,  Captain  Earl.  The  board- 
ing party  took  from  the  Laconia 
three  Africans,  claiming  that  they 
were  slaves,  Captain  Earl  justifying 
his  act  under  the  treaty  of  1862, 
between  England  and  the  United 
States,  for  the  suppression  of  the 
slave-trade.  The  matter  was  rep- 
resented to  the  British  Govern- 
ment, by  whom  the  action  of  Cap- 
tain Earl  was  promptly  disapproved, 
and  the  regrets  of  Her  Majesty's 
Government  at  the  occurrence  were 
conveyed,  through  the  British  min- 
ister, to  the  government  at  Wash- 
ington. —  Foreign  Relations  of 
Uie  United  States,  1879,  pp.  415- 

432- 

Case  of  the  James  Bliss,    I n  1 872 

the  American  scXkOon^t  James  Bliss 

was  seized,  in  British  territorial 


waters,  by  the  Canadian  police  cut- 
ter Stella  Marls,  for  an  alleged  vio- 
lation of  the  fishery  laws.  Soon 
after  her  arrival  in  the  port  of  Gaspe 
Basin  the  commanding  officer  of 
the  police  cutter  caused  the  Do- 
minion flag  to  be  hoisted  above  the 
American,  at  the  mast-head. .  The 
act  was  repeated  on  the  following 
day,  in  both  instances  against  the 

Protest  of  the  American  consul, 
he  facts  were  then  reported  to 
the  Department  of  State  in  Wash- 
ington, by  whom  they  were  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  Governor- 
General  of  Canada  in  the  diplo- 
matic way.  Action  was  at  once 
taken  in  the  matter.  Lord  Duffer- 
in,  the  Governor-General,  disavow- 
ing, in  the  amplest  manner,  any  in- 
tention of  show incf  disrespect  to  the 
American  flag.  He  also  announced 
that  he  had  given  most  particular 
instructions  directing  the  discon- 
tinuance of  the  practice. — Foreign 
Relations  of  the  United  States,  1872, 
pp.  200-208.  See  also  the  case  of 
the  Baltimore,  p.  80. 
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what  is  4t  first  looked  upon  as  an  injury  or  an  insult  is 
found,  upon  a  more  deliberate  examination,  to  be  a  mis- 
take rather  than  an  act  of  malice,  or  one  designed  to  give 
offence.  Moreover,  the  injury  may  result  from  the  acts  of 
inferior  persons,  which  may  not  receive  the  approbation 
of  their  own  governments.  A  little  moderation  and  delay, 
in  such  cases,  may  bring  to  the  offended  party  a  just  satis* 
faction,  whereas  rash  and  precipitate  measures  may  often 
lead  to  the  shedding  of  much  innocent  blood.* 

Amicable  Measures  op  Redress 

Mediation.  Of  all  the  methods  hitherto  proposed  for 
preventing  international  strife,  this  has  been  by  far  the 
most  effective  and  successftil  in  its  practical  working.  .  It 
consists,  in  substance,  of  a  reference  of  the  cause  of  differ- 
ence to  a  disinterested  power,  who  suggests  a  remedy,  or, 
more  frequently,  proposes  an  adjustment  based  upon  such 
mutual  concessions  as  will  remove  the  cause  of  difference 
or  irritation.  Mediation  may  be  asked  by  the  interested 
states,  or  a  third  power  may  tender  its  good  offices,  with 
a  view  to  the  maintenance  of  peace.  In  t^je  latter  case  the 
friendly  powers  take  the  initiative,  which  may  be  ac- 
cepted or  not  by  the  interested  states.  This  method  of 
adjusting  international  differences  was  frequently  resorted 
to  during  the  Middle  Ages,  especially  by  the  Pope,  and 
there  are  numerous  instances  of  his  successful  mediatory 
interference  to  be  found  in  the  history  of  Evirope  during 
that  period.  In  modem  times  the  tendency  to  mediation 
has  greatly  increased  in  force,  and  but  few  cases  of  con- 
flict of  international  right  have  arisen,  in  recent  times,  in 
which  the  good  offices  of  friendly  powers  have  not  been 
tendered  to  the  litigant  states.  Although  these  offers  have 
not  always,  or  even  usually,  been  accepted,  their  effect 
has  been  beneficial,  inasmuch  as  they  have  furnished  new 

'  I  Halleck,  pp.  413.  4i4-  Sir  301,  302;  Abdy's  Kent,  p.  7a;  I 
Edward  Creasy,  First  Plat-  HaUeck,  pp.  413,  414;  II  Twiss, 
form  of   International    Law,   pp.      )  9. 


THE  CONFLICT   OF   INTERNATIONAL  RIGHTS 


255 


grotinds,  or  reasoiis,  for  the  settlement  of  existing  diffi- 
culties, and  have  suggested  itiethods  of  adjustment  which 
had  not  occurred  to  the  interested  parties/ 

Arbitration.  Private  arbitratioH  consists  in  the  reference 
of  an  international  difference  or  dispute  to  a  tribunal  com- 
posed of  one  or  several  persons.  To  this  tribunal  the  ques- 
tion of  differerloe  is  Submitted,  and  its  decision,  when  ren- 
dered, is  binding  Upon  the  interested  parties.  This  method 
of  adjustment  does  not  afford  so  prompt  a  remedy  as 
can  be  obtained  through  mediation,  and  is  applicable  to  a 
somewhat  different  class  of  cases.  It  possesses  an  advan- 
tage over  that  form  of  adjustment,  however,  in  that  its 
decisions  have  greater  binding  force,  since,  if  rendered  in 
good  faith,  they  cannot  be  rejected  by  litigant  parties  as 
can  offers  of  mediation.* 

The  composition  of  the  tribunal,  the  method  of  selecting 
its  members,  the  time  and  place  of  meeting,  its  rules  of 
procedtu^e,  and  the  precise  question  to  be  referred  to  it  for 
decision  are  always  made  the  subject  of  a  preliminary 
treaty.*  In  reaching  a  decision  the  majority  rule  prevails, 
unless  otherwise  precisely  stipulated  in  the  preliminary 
treaty,  and  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  binds  the  litigant 
states,  unless  its  validity  can  be  contested  upon  any  one 
of  the  following  grounds : 


*I  Halleck,  p.  415;  Levi,  pp. 
266»  267;  Cifeasy,  pp.  joa-394; 
Woolsey,  §  234;  Boy<rs  Wneaton, 
PP-  9 5*^9 »  345;  Vattcl,  liv.  ii,  chap, 
xviii.  g  328;  II  Fei^guson,  §  157; 
p.  205;  Snow,  %  34;    II  Twiss,    g 

7- 
'  For  cases  in  which  the  United 

States  has  been  interested  in  par- 
ticular cases  of  arbitration,  see  the 
Foreign  Relations  of  the  United 
States,  1874.  pp.  195-197;  1875, 
parti,  pp.  185-200,  197-199;  1878, 
pp.  16-18,  709-711;  1882,  pp.  42, 
326-332.  398-441;  1886,  p.  776; 
1888,  pp.  79,  134,  455.  456,  468, 
>345I  1892.  pp.  1-3,  17-19.  See 
also  "List  and  Digest  of  the  Ar- 
bitrations  to   which   the    United 


States  Has  been  a  I*arty,"  by  Pro- 
fessor John  Bassett  Moore. 

'I  Halleck,  pp.  416-418;  Hall, 
p.  361;  lit  PhiUimore,  pp.  2-14; 

Creasy,  pp.  394-399;  Snow,  g  34; 
Heffter,  g  100;  Itl  F.  De  Martens, 
gg  139-154;  ill  Dig.  Int.  Law,  g 
316;  Vattel,  liv.  ii.  chap,  xviii.   g 

3^.9;..?^^^^'  PP-  "•  53.  ?A^»  «39; 

I  Wildman,  pp.  186,  187;  Woolsey, 
pp.  4oo»  401;  IllCalvo,  gg  1706- 
1806:  VI  Ibid,  gg  3Sa-39-.  The 
law  faculty  of  the  University  of 
Bologna  was  fre(}uently  called 
upon  to  adjust  disputes  arising 
among  the  early  Italian  republics. 
The  senate  of  the  free  city  of  Ham- 
burg performed  a  similar  office  in 
the  north  of  Europe. — II  Twiss,  {5. 
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(i.)  If  one  of  the  members  of  the  tribunal  has  not  acted 
in  good  faith ;  or  if  its  decision  be  tainted  with  fraud. 

(2.)  If  any  of  the  conditions  of  the  preliminary  treaty, 
as  to  method  of  procedure,  time,  and  place  of  meeting, 
have  not  been  complied  with;  or  if  the  decision  has  not 
been  rendered  within  the  time  therein  stated. 

(3.)  If  the  tribunal  has  exceeded  its  jurisdiction;  or  if 
its  decision  goes  outside  the  case  submitted  to  it  for  ad- 
judication.* 

Mediation  and  Arbitration  Compared.  If  the  cases  be 
compared  in  which  these  methods  of  adjusting  international 
disputes  have  been  successfully  applied,  it  will  be  seen  that 
mediation  has  been  fotmd  most  useful  when  it  has  been 
resorted  to  to  prevent  threatened  hostilities,  especially  in 
cases  involving  national  reputation,  or  when  considerable 
national  feeling  has  been  aroused.  It  has  also  been  found 
a  successful  method  of  terminating  an  existing  war,  es- 
pecially when  a  disinterested  state  has  chosen  a  fitting 
opportunity  to  tender  its  good  offices  to  the  belligerent 
powers.  Arbitration,  on  the  contrary,  "  implies  a  belief  on 
the  part  of  both  that  either  a  legal  or  quasi-legal  question 
is  involved,  and  that  each  is,  in  his  own  opinion,  right;  or, 
in  other  words,  that,  when  the  state  of  facts  is  carefully  ex- 
amined, and  the  law  or  equitable  principle  accurately  ex- 
pounded, each  hopes  and  thinks  the  result  will  be  in  his 
own  favor.  A  bona  fide  belief  in  the  justice  of  one's  own 
cause  is  an  essential  element  in  a  successful  arbitration. 
If  such  a  belief  is  absent,  there  can  be  no  readiness  to  obey 
the  award,  and  the  same  causes  of  acrimony  exist  after  the 
award  as  before  it."  *  "Arbitration  is  an  expedient  of  the 
highest  value  for  terminating  international  controversies; 
but  it  is  not  applicable  to  all  cases  or  tmder  all  circtun- 
stances,  and  the  cases  and  circtmistances  to  which  it  is  not 
applicable  do  not  admit  of  precise  definition." 

*  Heffter,  §  109;  II  Twiss,  §  5;  *  Amos,  Science  of  Law,  p.  348; 
VI  Pradier-Fod^r^,  g  2628;  III  VI  Pradicr-Fod^6,  §§  2610-2613; 
Phillimore,  §  3;  Hall,  §  119.  II  Twiss,  g  7. 
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Arbitration  Conventions  of  the  International  Peace 

Conferences  at  The  Hague 

Purpose  of  the  Conferences.  With  a  view  to  secure 
concerted  action  in  respect  to  certain  questions  of  serious 
international  concern,  having  to  do  with  the  maintenance 
of  the  general  peace  and  the  amelioration  of  the  hardships 
of  war  on  land  and  sea ;  and  with  the  view  of  securing,  if 
possible,  an  agreement  looking  to  a  gradual,  but  sensible, 
reduction  in  the  burdens  of  military  and  naval  armaments, 
a  conference  of  delegates  met  at  Th^JJafiije  on  May  18, 
1899,  in  response  to  an  invitation  addressed  by  the  Em- 
peror of  Russia  to  the  principal  states  of  the  civilized  world. 
In  pursuance  of  the  invitation  thus  issued,  one  hundred  and 
one  delegateg,  f fiprAgAnting  f^^gfitjty-Q^y  state^T^ppeared  and 
ekchanged^their  credentials  at  The  Hague  on  the  day  ap- 
pointed for  the  meeting  of  the  conference.  The  conference 
completed  its  labors  on  July  29,  1899.  A^second  Peace 
Conference,  called,  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  President  of 
the  United  States,  by  the  Emperor  of  Russiji,  and  com- 
posed of  one  hundred  and  four  delegates  plenipotentiary, 
reK^^^ajtin&foity-four  states, met  at  Thejiague  on  Jime 
IS,  1227 »  ^  adjourned  on  October  19  following,  having 
adop^  thirteen  important  international  conventions. 

The  following  are  the  more  important  provisions  of  the 
arbitral  conventions:* 

Good  Offices  and  Mediation.  The  convention  contains 
an  undertaking  to  resort  to  good  offices  in  cases  of  serious 
diff^ences,  or  disputes,  arising  between  the  states  which 
are  parties  to  its  operation.     It  creates  ajight  of  initiative 


^  Although  the  most  important, 
the  scheme  proposed  by  the  Inter- 
national Peace  Conference  is  by  no 
means  the  first  project  for  the  gen- 
eral adjustment  of  international 
disputes  by  a  resort  to  arbitration. 
The  Institut  de  Droit  International 
at  its  session  of  1875  prepared  a 


scheme  for  the  adjustment  of  in- 
ternational disputes  by  arbitration 
which  was  published,  with  a  view 
to  its  general  adoption,  in  the  An- 
nuaire  of  the  Institute  for  that 
year.  For  the  text  of  this  proj- 
ect, see  the  Annuaire  de  1' Institut 
de  Droit  International  for  1875, 
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iDLbfihalf  .of  disinterested  states,  by  conferring  upon  them 
the  duty  of  tendering  their  good  offices  to  the  contending 
parties  at  any  time,  either  before  or  after  the  outbreak  of 
hostilities.  The  convention  of  1899  declare4  it  to  be  "ex- 
pedient" that  a  tender  of  good  offices  should  be  made; 
the  new  tmdertaking  provides  that  such  a  tender  is  not 
only  "expedient"  but  "desirable."  *  It  also  provides,  in 
express  terms,  that  such  mediatory  endeavors  shall  never 
be  considered,  by  the  litigant  powers,  as  an  unfriendly  act. 
A  method  of  procedure  is  embodied  in  the  convention  by 
which,  in  the  event  of  a  dispute,  seriously  compromising 
international  peace,  the  duty  of  mediation  is  intrusted  to 
powers  chosen  by  the  parties  in  litigation,  who  are  required, 
pending  such  mediatory  endeavors,  to  refrain  from  all 
direct  communication  with  each  other  in  respect  to  the 
subject  of  the  controversy,  leaving  the  matter  of  amicable 
adjustment  to  the  powers  who  have  been  invited  to  use 
their  good  offices  in  reaching  a  satisfactory  basis  of  settle- 
ment. With  a  view  to  secure  a  prompt  adjustment  of  the 
difference,  the  time  so  consiuned  by  the  mediating  powers 
is  not  to  exceed  thirty  days.  In  the  event  of  a  complete 
rupture  of  friendly  relations,  the  mediatory  states  continue 
to  be  charged  with  the  duty  of  tendering  their  good  offices 
whenever  the  opportimity  for  such  action  presents  itself, 
under  circumstances  leading  to  the  belief  that  the  media- 
tory interposition  of  a  disinterested  power  will  prove  ac- 
ceptable to  the  belligerent  states. 

The  International  Commission  of  Inquiry.  It  is  the 
purpose  of  this  tribunal,  as  its  name  implies,  to  investigate 
such  controverted  questions  of  fact  as  are  susceptible  of 
judicial  ascertainment  or  verification.  With  a  view  to  the 
prosecution  of  such  an  inquiry,  the  conventions  of  1899  and 

p.    126;    Ibid.    1878,   p.    160;   see  Sheldon  Amos,  Political  and  Lega) 

also,  in  this  connection,  the  arti-  Remedies  for  War,  vol.  iii.;  Ca^vo, 

cle  by  Professor  Lorimer  in  vol,  ix.  S 1803;  an4  vol.  ii.  Ferguson,  8  160. 

of  the  Revue  de  Droit  Interna-  *  Art.  iii.  Treaty  of  October  18, 

tional»    pp.     ?6i-ao6;     Professor  1907.  AppendixF, Convention  No.  i. 
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1907  provide  for  the  appointment  of  an  International  Com- 
mission. 

The  usefulness  of  this  agency  was  signally  illustrated  in 
the  work  of  the  commission  convened  by  agreement  be- 
tween England  and  Russia  to  Inquire  into  the  circumstances 
attending  the  attack  upon  the  North  Sea  fishing  fleet  by 
the  ships  of  Admiral  Rojestvensky's  squadron  while  en 
route  to  the  East  in  the  simimer  of  1904.* 

The  Tfibtittfll  of  ArbitratiQji*  With  a  view  to  secure 
a  resort  tonTnternational  arbitration  for  the  settlement 
oif  disputes  between  stales  '*by  judges  "oT  their  "own 
choice  arid  tipdn  a  basis  of  respect  for  taw/*  the  conven- 
tion provides  for  the  creation  of  a  Permanent  Court  of 
Arbitration.  The  court  is  to  be  composed*  ^r  persons 
chosen  by  the  litigant  parties  from  a  permanent  list  of 
judges,  nominated  by  the  signatory  powers,  from  among 
their  respective  citizens  or  subjects  who  are  fitted  by 
character,  capacity,  and  training  for  the  performance 
of  the  duties  which  may  be  assigiied  them  in  con- 
nection with  the  arbitration  of  international  disputes. 
The  persons  so  named  hold  oMce  for  the  term  of  six 
years,  and  their  appointments  may  be  renewed  for  suc- 
cessive terms. 

The  comprofHts,  or  preliminarjl^  Agreement,  sets  forth  the 
precise'qaestion  whidi  is  to  be  referred  to  the  tribunal  for 
determination,  and  defines  the  character  and  extent  of  the 
powers  conferred  upon  the  arbitral  tribunal ;  the  execution 
of  this  agreement  implies  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of 
the  signatory  powers  to  be  bound  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  thus  constituted. 

Procedure.  If  the  subject  of  procedure  ts  not  regulated 
in  the  preliminary  agreement,  the  convention  itself  pre- 
scribes suitable  rules  of  procedure,  'these  rules  are  cal- 
culated to  secure  a  complete  and  orderly  presentation  of 

>  For  text  of  the  conv«titlon  of     uteement  of  1899,  seD  App^diic 
1907,  which  contains  a  number  of     r^  Convention  No.  i. 
Important    modifications    in    the 
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the  cases  of  the  interested  parties,  a  fair  trial  of  the  issue 
involved,  and  a  final  decision  on  the  strict  merits  of  the 
case,  as  determined  by  the  evidence  submitted  in  sup- 
port of  the  claims  of  the  parties  at  issue.  The  court  is 
authorized  to  decide  questions  arising,  from  time  to  time, 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  and  is  expressly  au- 
thorized, by  the  terms  of  the  convention,  to  interpret 
the  arbitral  agreement  and,  similarly,  to  place  an  author- 
itative interpretation  upon  clauses  of  treaties  which  are 
cited  or  appealed  to  by  counsel,  and  to  apply  the  rules 
of  international  law.  The  decisions  of  the  tribunal  on 
such  points  are  final  and  cannot  be  made  the  subject  of 
subsequent  discussion. 

Dssision.  When  the  case  on  both  sides  has  been  fully 
presented,  and  the  court  has  obtained  from  the  parties  such 
information  germane  to  the  inquiry  as  it  may  deem  neces- 
sary to  a  full  understanding  of  the  controversy,  the  presi- 
dent declares  the  case  closed,  and  the  court,  in  closed  ses- 
sion, deliberates  upon  its  findings  of  fact,  reaches  a  decision 
upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  and  prepares  and  enters  its 
judgment.  The  arbitral  judgment,  which  is  reached  by  a 
majority  of  votes,  and  is  signed  by  all  the  members  of  the 
tribunal,  fully  sets  forth  the  reasons  actuating  the  decision; 
but  members  of  the  minority  may  assign  the  reasons  for 
their  dissent  in  attaching  their  signatures  to  the  arbitral 
decision. 

Review  of  the  Judgment  A  review  of  the  judgment  of 
an  arbitral  tribunal  may  be  provided  for  in  the  preliminary 
agreement,  and,  if  so  provided  for,  may  be  granted, 
on  the  demand  of  either  party,  within  a  certain  period 
of  time  after  the  decision  of  the  tribunal  shall  have  been 
rendered. 

i'^'Tieservations  of  the  United  States,  The  arbitral  agree- 
ments of  1899  and  1907  were  accepted  by  the  United  States 
subject  to  the  following  important  reservation:  "Nothing 
contained  in  this  convention  shall  be  so  construed  as  to 
require  the  United  States  of  America  to  depart  from  its 
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traditional  policy  of  not  intruding  upon,  interfering  with, 
or  entangling  itself  in  the  political  questions  or  internal 
administration  of  any  foreign  state;  nor  shall  anything 
contained  in  the  said  Convention  be  construed  to  imply  a 
relinquishment,  by  the  United  States  of  America,  of  its 
traditional  attitude  towards  purely  American  questions." 

The  Collection  of  Contract  Debts.  The  agreement 
on  this  subject,  which  was  reached  by  the  Second  Peace 
Conference  at  The  Hague,  although  it  is,  in  form,  an  under- 
taking to  refrain  from  using  force  in  the  collection  of  con- 
tractual debts  claimed  to  be  due  from  one  state  to  the 
citizens  or  subjects  of  another,  is,  in  fact,  the  first  agree- 
ment in  support  of  obligatory  arbitration  which  has  re- 
ceived the  consent  of  the  states  of  the  civilized  world.  Its 
importance  consists  in  the  fact  that,  before  a  resort  to 
force  can  be  lawfully  made,  an  opportunity  for  arbitration 
must  have  been  tendered  to  the  debtor  state  and  formally 
rejected.  The  justice  of  the  debt,  its  amount,  and  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  pa5rment  are  required  by  the 
treaty  to  be  made  the  subject  of  adjustment  by  an  arbitral 
tribimal ;  and  it  is  only  when  such  an  offer  of  arbitration 
has  been  rejected,  or  the  requirements  of  the  arbitral 
judgment  have  not  been  executed  in  good  faith,  that  a 
resort  to  .force  becomes  justifiable.* 

The  Permanent  Court  of  Arbitration.  At  the  opening 
of  the  Second  Peace  Conference,  a  proposal  looking  to  the 
establishment  of  a  permanent  court  of  arbitral  justice,  hav- 
ing its  seat  at  The  Hague,  was  advanced  by  the  United 
States,  and  was  favorably  received  by  the  Conference. 
After  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the  subject  from  all 
points  of  view,  the  composition  and  procedure  of  the  tri- 
bunal was  agreed  to  in  the  form  of  a  recommendation  to 
the  Signatory  Powers.  The  selection  of  the  judges,  a 
question  as  to  which  it  was  impossible  to  reach  a  basis  of 
understanding,  remains  to  be  accomplished  by  agreement 
and  correspondence  between  the  states  which  are  parties 

*  For  text  of  this  Convention,  see  Appendix  F,  post. 
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to  the  Convention,  in  order  to  bring  the  new  tribunal  into 
practical  operation. 

The  court  so  proposed  is,  in  the  truest  sense,  a  court  of 
justice,  before  which  international  causes  of  action  may  be 
brought  with  a  view  to  their  judicial  decision,  in  strict 
conformity  to  the  principles  of  international  law  and  equity. 
It  goes  a  step  beyond  the  general  arbitral  tribunal,  which 
is  elsewhere  provided  for  in  the  treaty,  not  only  in  its 
permanent  structure,  but  in  its  judicial  composition, ,  and 
in  the  breath  and  character  of  the  decisions  which  it  is 
expected  to  reach  in  the  determination  of  controversies 
which  may  be  submitted  to  it  for  adjudication. 

Measures  of  Redress,  Involving  the  Use  of  Force, 

BUT  Falling  Short  of  War 

When  Resorted  to.  Between  the  peaceable  methods  of 
adjusting  international  disputes,  which  have  already  been 
described,  and  an  actual  resort  to  force,  lie  certain  measures 
of  redress  of  9.  more  serious  character.  These  methods  pre- 
sume the  existence  of  a  cause  of  difference  between  two 
states  justifying  a  departure  from  the  normal  relations 
existing  between  the  nations  in  time  of  peace,  and  the 
measures  adopted  at  times  involve  the  use  of  violence  or 
force;  but,  even  when  exercised  to  an  extreme  degree,  they 
fall  far  short  of  open  or  public  war.  They  are  only  resorted 
to  when  redress  has  been  asked  for  and  denied,  and  are 
justifiable  only  when  the  offending  nation  acts  with  full 
knowledge,  and  persists  in  doing  injustice  even  after  its 
attention  has  been  repeatedly  drawn  to  its  wrongful  acts.* 

The  measures  of  redress  involving  the  use  of  forcible  or 
hostile  methods  are  susceptible  of  classification  under  one 
of  two  heads — ^retorsion  and  reprisals. 

^Lawrence,   Int.    Law,    g   156;  ter,  §  no;  III  F.  De  Marteas,  § 

Woolsey,    g   118;   III   PhilUmore.  105;  III  Calvo.  g  1807;  IV  Ibid, 

§g  7-ia;  Dana's  Wheaton,  g  290;  gg  2041,   2042. 
Snow,  p.  78;  II  Twiss,  g  10;  Heff- 
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Bt*gn*^*^  rniTgigtB  rrf  an  fipplirn  tinn  nf  the  mmr  nilrnf  rnn 
duct  in  our  relations  with  another  state  as  is  applied  by  that 
state  in  its  relations  with  us.  It  is  an  apglication  of  the  law 
dre taliatron  in  international  affairs  .  If  a  state  imposes  un- 
just restrictions  upon  aliens  residing  within  its  territories, 
the  state  whose  subjects  they  are  is  justified  in  imposing 
the  same,  or  equivalent,  restrictions  upon  the  subjects  of 
the  offending  state  who  are  resident  within  its  borders. 
If  it  refuse  privileges  usually  granted  by  states  to  am- 
bassadors and  consuls,  the  offended  states  are  justified  in 
a  similar  refusal  of  privileges  to  its  consuls  and  diplomatic 
representatives. 

The  field  within  which  the  principle  of  retorsion  may  be 
applied,  already  very  extensive,  is  constantly  increasing. 
This  state  of  affairs  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the  commercial 
relations  of  states  are  increasing  in  intricacy  in  direct  pro- 
portion as  they  increase  in  extent  and  amount,  giving  rise 
to  frequent  conflicts  between  the  economical,  or  internal, 
policy  of  particular  states,  and  their  external,  or  inter- 
national, policy.  Illustrations  of  this  tendency  are  to  be 
found  in  the  experience  of  states  which  derive  a  large  por- 
tion of  their  revenue  from  customs  duties.  If  some  article 
of  native  production  falls  in  price  on  account  of  foreign 
competition,  an  attempt  is  made  to  remedy  the  difficulty 
by  increasing  the  duty  upon  the  corresponding  foreign  ar- 
ticle. This  is  felt  at  once  in  the  state  in  which  the  particu- 
lar article  is  produced,  or  manufactured,  and  retaliatory 
measures  are  suggested,  or  resorted  to  with  a  view  of  com- 
pelling the  removal  of  the  trade  restriction. 

There  are  indications  of  an  increasing  disposition  to  re- 
sort to  measures  of  retorsion  in  the  legislative  policy  of 
the  states  which  are  now  parties  to  international  law.  If 
a  state  imposes  unreasonable  restrictions  upon  the  ad- 
mission of  the  subjects  of  a  particular  foreign  state,  or 
imposes  unequal  or  onerous  conditions  upon  their  right  to 
lat)or,  or  to  engage  in  business,  or  to  practise  certain 
professions,  the  state  whose  citizens  are  thus  discriminated 
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against  is  strongly  tempted  to  resort  to  retorsive  legisla- 
tion with  a  view  to  ameliorate  the  condition  of  its  sub- 
jects who  reside  abroad.  Or  it  may  resort  to  measures 
which,  in  its  opinion,  will  be  calculated  to  subject  citi- 
zens of  the  offending  state  to  corresponding  or  equivalent 
disadvantage  or  inconvenience  while  resident  or  sojourn- 
ing in  its  territory. 

Where  acts  of  municipal  legislation  are  directed  against 
a  class,  or  operate  to  impose  hardships  or  disabilities  upon 
the  subjects  of  a  particular  Power,  the  temptation  to  do 
this  is  strong.  The  Chinese  Exclusion  Acts  of  the  United 
States  furnish  an  illustration  of  this  class  of  legislation. 
They  are  justified  upon  the  ground  that  laborers  of  that 
nationality  are  able,  through  a  more  economical  standard 
of  living  and  expenditure,  to  work  at  rates  that  are  re- 
garded  as  constituting,  according  to  American  standards 
of  living,  a  formidable  menace  to  American  labor.  In  so 
far  as  the  differences  in  standards  of  living  and  of  family 
life  are  concerned,  the  propriety  of  the  restrictions  is  con- 
ceded, and  an  agreement  between  the  interested  states  is 
possible  in  the  operation  of  which  a  reasonable  measure  of 
exclusion  can  be  obtained  in  consideration  of  other  ad- 
vantages which  are  accorded  with  a  view  to  counterbalance, 
to  some  extent,  the  effects  of  the  restriction  clauses. 

Acts  of  retorsion  must  be  confined  to  the  class  of  imper- 
fect rights,  except  when  resorted  to  by  way  of  retaliation  for 
similar  or  identical  acts  on  the  part  of  a  foreign  state.  The 
denial  of  a  perfect  right  amounts  to  a  just  cause  for  war.* 

Reprisals.  K^priscds  consist  in  the  forcible  seizure  or  de- 
tention of  property  belonging  to  an  offending  state,  or  to  its 
citizens,  which  may  be  found  within  the  territory  of  the  of- 
fended state,  or  on  the  high  seas.  The  things  seized  are  held 
subject  to  the  termination  of  the  controversy.  If  it  be  settled 

>  I  Halleck,  pp.  422,  42^;  Hall,  22J,  224;  Woolsey,  p.  188;  Boyd's 

§  120;  II  De  Martens,  Pr6cis,  chap.  Wheaton,   §  200;   Lawrence,  Int. 

ii.    g  254;   Bluntschli.    g  505;   III  Law,    §   157;   III  Calvo,    §   1807; 

Phillimore,  §  7;  Manning,  p.  142;  III  P.  De  Martens,  g  105;  Vattel, 

Creasy,  p.  400;  II  Ferguson,  pp.  liv.  ii.  g  341. 
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amicably,  the  property  is  restored,  and  reparation  is  some^ 
times  made  (or  the  delay  and  damage  that  has  resulted  from 
the  seizure.  If  the  dispute  results  in  war,  the  property  seized 
is  condemned  as  prize. 

Reprisals  differ  from  retorsion  not  only  in  kind  but  in  de- 
gree. Retorsion  is  resorted  to  when  imperfect  rights  have 
been  trespassed  upon,  or  when  there  has  been  a  failure  to  ob- 
serve the  rules  of  comity.  Reprisals  are  resorted  to  when  per^ 
feet  rights  have  been  drawn  in  question,  or  denied,  or  when 
there  has  been  an  absolute  refusal  of  justice.  They  are  acts 
of  violence^  and  may  be  regardfsd  by  the  state  towards  which 
they  are  directed  as  amounting  to  a  declaration  of  war.  They 
are  justifiable  only  when  there  has  been  an  absolute  denial  of 
justice,  so  deliberate  and  intentional  on  the  part  of  the  offend- 
ing state  as  to  constitute  a  sufficient  cause  for  war."^  If  war 
does  not  result,  it  is  because  the  offended  state,  appreciating 
the  hardship  and  suffering  that  are  involved  in  a  resort  to  act- 
ual hostilities,  chooses  to  regard  the  offence  as  technical,  by 
undertaking  to  redress  its  wrong  by  similar,  though  less  vio- 
lent, measures.  In  recent  times  they  have  been  less  frequent- 
ly resorted  to  than  formerly,  especially  by  the  more  powerful 
states  of  Europe  and  America  in  their  occasional  contro- 
versies with  each  other.  The  present  tendency  is  to  resort  to 
them  only  when  the  injured  state  is  considerably  more  power- 
ful than  its  adversary,  and  generally  with  the  effect  of  obtain- 
ing the  desired  redress  without  recourse  to  war.  "  Much  of 
what  appears  in  the  older  and  even  in  some  modern  book's 
upon  the  subject  of  reprisals  .has  become  antiquated.  Special 
reprisals,  or  reprisals  in  which  letters  of  marque  are  issued  to 
the  persons  who  have  suffered  at  the  hands  of  a  foreign  state, 
are  no  longer  made ;  all  the  reprisals  that  are  now  made  may 
be  said  to  be  general  reprisals,  carried  out  through  the  ordi- 
nary authorized  agents  of  the  state,  letters  of  marque  being 
no  longer  issued.' 


Ml 


'Hall,  p.  368  (note), 369-372;  I  Field,  Int  Code,  pp.  471-473;  II 
Halleck,  pp.  423-433;  Manning,  Ferguson,  pp.  223-236;  III  Philli- 
pp.  145-160;  Creasy,  pp.  401-405;     more,  pp.  18-43;  I  Ortolan,  p.  346; 
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Embargo.  ,^n  embargo  is  a  form  of  reprisals,  and  consists 
in  the  detention  in  ^uiL  of  the  stlTps  of  all  nations,  or  those 
oT'^rparticuIar  nation,  pending  the  adjustment  of  an  exisltrtg 
controversy.  If  war  results,  the  detention"  is  caUed  a  hostile 
embafgd7'and  the  ships  of  the  offending  state,  and  their  car- 
goes, become  prize ;  if,  on  the  other  hand,  there  is  no  inter- 
ruption of  peaceful  relations,  the  embargo  is  raised,  when  the 
object  for  which  it  was  established  has  been  attained,  and  the 
vessels  detained  in  port  are  permitted  to  sail/  The  United 
States  has  resorted  to  the  embargo,  as  a  means  of  redress,  upon 
four  occasions  in  its  history.  The  first,  imposed  in  consequence 
of  the  strained  relations  with  England,  was  established  in 
1794,'  and  authorized  the  President  whenever,  in  his  opinion, 
tTl^  public  safety  should  so  require,  *'  to  lay  an  embargo  on  all 
ships  and  vessels  in  the  ports  of  the  United  States,  or  upon  the 
ships  and  vessels  of  the  United  States,  or  the  ships  and  vessels 
of  any  foreign  nation,  under  such  regulations  as  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  may  require,  and  to  continue  or  revoke  the 
same  whenever  he  shall  think  proper."  No  embargo  was  to 
be  laid,  however,  while  Congress  was  in  session,  and,  if  laid,  it 
was  not  to  continue  in  force  more  than  fifteen  days  after  the 
meeting  of  Congress. 

A  second  embargo  was  laid  on  "  all  ships  and  vessels  in  the 
ports  and  places  within  the  limits  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States"  by  the  act  of  December  22,  1797;*  by  subse- 
quent enactments  the  restriction  was  extende^To  include  ves- 
sels engaged  in  the  coasting  trade.*  A  third  embargo  was  im- 
posed by  the  act  of  December  22,  igo^,  due,  in  part,  tor  the 
continued  attempts  on  the  part  of  Great  Britain  to  exercise 


I  Wildman,  pp.  187-198;  Walker, 
Manual,  p.  94;  Woolsey,  pp.  i88~ 
191;  Bluntschli,  §  500;  Boyd*s 
Wheaton,  |§  291,  292,  203a,  293b; 
Lawrence,  International  Law,§  157; 
Snow,  §  35;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law. §  318  ; 
Vattel,  liv.  ii.chap.  xviii.§§  342-354. 
UI  Ferguson,  |$  166,  251;  III 
Phillimore,  pp.  44-50;  Lawrence, 
Int.  Law,  §  158;  Heffter,  $  in;  I 


Halleck,  pp.  433-436;  III  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §  320. 

•Act  of  June  4,  1794  (i  Stat,  at 
Large,  p.  372). 

'  2  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  451. 

*Acts  of  December  22,  1807  (2 
Stat,  at  Large,  p.  453);  March  12, 
1808(2  Ibid.  p.  473);  April  25,  1809 
(2  Ibid.  p.  499);  June  9,  1809  (2 
Ibid.  p.  506). 
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the  right  of  impressing  seamen  from  American  vessels  on  the 
high  seas ;'  the  fourth,  and  last  instance  of  the  exercise  of  this 
right,  on  the  part  of  the  United  States,  occurred  at  the  out- 
break of  the  War  of  1812  with  Great  Britain.  The  conditions 
of  the  embargo  on  this  occasion  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  act 
of  April  4,  1812.*  This  enactment  laid  an  embargo  upon  all 
ships  and  vessels  in  the  ports  and  places  within  the  limits  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  which  were  bound  to  any 
foreign  port  or  place.  Vessels  in  ballast  were  excepted  from 
the  operation  o.f  the  statute,  which  was  to  remain  in  force  for 
a  period  of  ninety  days  from  the  date  of  its  passage.' 

Pacific  Blockade.  The  practice  of  interrupting  commer- 
cial intercourse  with  certain  ports  or  coasts  of  a  state,  with  a 
view  of  securing  redress  for  an  international  wrong,  which  has 
become  known  as  the  right  of  pacific  blockade,  is  of  very  re- 
cent origin ;  there  being  no  instance  of  its  exercise  prior  to  the 
year  1827.  In  that  year,  Greece  and  Turkey  being  at  war, 
those  portions  of  the  Greek  coasts  in  the  vicinity  of  which 
bodies  of -Turkish  troops  were  encamped,  were  blockaded  by 
the  fleets  of  Great  Britain  and  Russia;  the  action  of  the 
blockading  powers,  however,  was  regarded  as  a  measure  of 
hostility  by  the  Sultan  and  resulted  in  the  Turkish  defeat  at 
Navarino.  Pacific  blockades  have  been  subsequently  estab- 
lished, under  similar  circumstances,  and  in  such  numbers  that 
the  practice  bids  fair  to  increase,  rather  than  diminish,  as  a 
means  of  redress  of  international  grievances.  From  an  ex- 
amination of  the  cases  in  which  such  blockades  have  been  es- 
tablished the  following  conclusions  would  seem  to  be  war- 
ranted:* 


^Acts  of  December  22,  1807  (a 
Stat,  at  Large,  p.  451);  January  9, 
1808  (Ibid.  p.  453);  March  12, 1808 
(Ibid.  p.  473);  April  25, 1808  (Ibid, 
p.  499) ;  and  January  9, 1809  (Ibid. 

p.  506)- 

*  Act  of  April  4t  181 2  (2  Stat,  at 

Laiige,  p.700). 

•  Cf .  the  embargo  laid  by  execu- 
tive  proclamation   on   export   of 


arms  to  Mexico,  March  14,  191 2; 
it  was  raised  in  February,  1914, 
and  again  imposed  the  following 
April.  These  proclamations  were 
issued  under  authority  of  a  joint 
resolution  of  Senate  and  House, 
passed  March  14,  191 2. 

^Similar  blockades  were  estab- 
lished by  France,  in  1832,  at  the 
mouth  of  the  river  Tagus;  by  Eng- 
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{a.)  They  have  been  resorted  to,  to  secure  redress  for  an 
offence  at  international  law,  in  cases  in  which  reparation  has 
been  demanded,  but  refused  or  unnecessarily  delayed,  and 
which,  in  former  times,  would  have  given  occasion  for  hostili- 
ties amounting  to  public  war. 

(*.)  There  has  been  a  decided  difference  in  the  military  and 
naval  strength  of  the  states  interested,  the  blockading  power 
being,  as  a  rule,  very  much  stronger  in  a  military  sense  than 
the  alleged  offender ;  and  the  blockades  have,  in  general,  been 
resorted  to  with  a  view  to  secure  adequate  redress  without  a 
resort  to  war. 

(c.)  The  exercise  of  the  right  of  pacific  blockade  can  affect 
only  the  commercial  intercourse  of  the  states  immediately 
concerned.  This  for  the  reason  that  the  ordinary  peaceful  re- 
lations of  other  powers  with  the  blockaded  ports  or  coasts,  in- 
cluding their  commercial  intercourse,  cannot  be  interrupted  or 
abridged,  without  their  consent. 

{d,)  In  recent  instances  of  the  exercise  of  the  right  the  ten- 
dency has  been  to  regard  the  practice  as  a  measure  of  interna- 
tional police,  in  which  several  powers  have  concurred  as  to  the 
justice  of  the  proceeding  and  the  necessity  for  its  exercise ; 
and  the  blockade  has  been  raised,  or  discontinued,  and  normal 
commercial  relations  have  been  resumed,  so  soon  as  reparation 
has  been  made  by  the  offending  state. 

{e.)  Although  called  '*  blockades  *'  the  interruptions  to  corn- 


land  and  France,  in  1833,  ^^  ^he 
Dutch  ports  on  the  North  Sea ;  by 
France,  in  1838,  at  the  port  of  Vera 
Cruz ;  by  France  and  Great  Britain, 
in  the  same  year  at  certain  ports  of 
the  Argentine  Republic,  a  state  of 
affairs  which  continued  for  ten 
years ;  by  Great  Britain,  in  1850,  in 
the  ports  of  Greece:  in  i860  the 
Neapolitan  ports  of  Sicily  were 
blockaded  by  a  Sardinian  fleet,  in 
connection  with  that  of  the  revolu- 
tionists in  Naples;  in  1862  the  port 
of  Rio  Janeiro  was  blockaded  by 
Great  Britain;  in  February,  1879, 
the  coast  of  Bolivia  was  blockaded 


by  Chili ;  in  1880  the  Turkish  port 
of  Dulcigno  was  blockaded  by  ves- 
sels of  war  represent insGreat  Brit- 
ain, Austria,  France,  Russia,  and 
Italy.  — in  Dicr.  Int.  Law,  §  364; 
Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  159:  Walker, 
Int.  Law,  P-  157:  Snow,  pp.  79,  80: 
Geffcken,  Kevue  de  Droit  Int.  vol. 
x'lx.  pp.  377-383:  Perels,  Ibid.  pp. 
245,  252.  360;  Woolsey.  Ibid.  1875, 
p.  611 ;  Hall,  pp.  369-372;  11  Fer- 
guson, pp.  240.  241  ;  Walker,  Man- 
ual, pp  97-107;  Woolsey,  §  119; 
vol.  xxix.  Revue  de  Droit  Int.  pp. 
474-491 ;  Heffter,  §111:  Risley,  p 
62:  III  Calvo.  $§  1832-1859. 
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merce  which  have  passed  by  that  name  have,  in  fact,  been 
measures  of  reprisal  in  the  nature  of  embargoes.  If  the 
practice  becomes  general,  the  rules  regulating  the  exercise 
of  the  right  will  be  assimilated  to  those  controlling  reprisals 
in  the  nature  of  embargoes,  rather  than  to  those  respecting 
the  establishment  of  blockades,  property  so  called,  in  time 
of  public  war.^ 

The  latest  pacific  blockade  is  that  instituted  by  the 
United  States  at  Tampico  and  Vera  Cruz  on  the  Mexican 
coast  in  19 14;  Vera  Cruz  itself  was  occupied  by  a  brigade 
of  the  United  States  army  and  placed  under  military  gov- 
emment.%  An  accompaniment  was  the  generous  proposi- 
tion of  mediation  on  the  part  of  Argentina,  Brazil,  and 
Chile,  the  A.  B.  C.  Powers; 

Under  The  Hague  arbitral  organization  of  1 899-1 907, 
fifteen  cases  have  been  determined.  In  his  Texts  of  the 
Peace  Conferences  at  The  Hague  and  The  Hague  Conventions 
and  Declarations  of  iSgg  and  iQoy,  Prof.  James  Brown 
Scott  has  given  us  a  classical  presentation  of  The  Hague 
foundation  work.  The  Hague  decisions  themselves  are 
thoroughly  edited  in  a  work  prepared  by  way  of  memorial 
(Festgabe)  on  the  occasion  of  the  dedication  of  The  Hague 
Peace  Palace,  under  the  editorship  of  Prof.  Walther 
Schucking,  of  Marburg,  Das  Werk  vom  Haag,  Zweite  Serie, 
die  gerichtlichen  Entscheidungen;  the  decisions,  also,  with 
compromis  and  other  documents,  have  been  brought 
together  by  Professor  Wilson,  The  Hague  Arbitration 
Cases  (Boston,  191 5): .  In  the  first  decided  case,  October 
14,  1902,  brought  under  the  Convention  of  1899  (as  were 


*The  following  resolutions  re- 
specting pacific  blockades  were 
adopted  by  the  Institute  of  Inter- 
national Law  at  its  session  at  Hei- 
delberg in  1887: 

(i.)  Foreign  vessels  may  enter 
freely,  despite  the  blockade. 

(2.)  Pacific  blockades  are  to  be 
officially  declared  and  notified,  and 


must  be  maintained  by  a  sufficient 
force. 

(3.)  Vessels  of  the  blockading 
power  which  do  not  respect  the 
blockade  may  be  sequestered. 
The  blockade  having  ceased,  they 
are  to  be  restored  to  their  owners, 
without  compensation  of  any  sort. 
— Rev.  de  Droit  Int.  vol.  xix.  p.  361. 
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the  three  subsequent  cases) »  Mexico  was  adjudged  to  pay 
to  the  United  States  $43,050.99  annually  in  execution  of 
a  donation  (Pius  Fund)  made  to  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  in  California  prior  to  American  possession.  The 
latest  case,  brought  under  the  Convention  of  1907,  deter- 
mined the  Netherlands-Portuguese  boundary  in  the  island 
of  Timor,  one  of  the  Simda  group  in  the  far-eastern  Pacific. 
The  case  ranking  as  No.  14  on  The  Hague  docket — seizure 
on  January  25,  191 2  (by  an  Italian  torpedo  boat)  of  the 
French  vessel  Tavignano  and  a  simultaneous  attack  on 
two  Tunisian  coasting-boats — was  at  first  referred  to  a 
Commission  of  Inquiry,  and  then  to  The  Hague;  it  was  sub- 
sequently adjusted  through  diplomatic  channels. 


CHAPTER  X 

WAR:  DECLARATION.  EFFECTS.  THE  RULES  OF  WAR,  MARI- 
TIME WAR 

**  The  choler  and  manhood  that  you  have,  score  it.  in  God*s  name,  upon  the 
fronts  of  your  enemies,  but  stain  not  the  honor  of  a  soldier  by  outraging  unarmed 
innocence.  Live  upon  your  means  like  soldiers,  and  not  by  pilfering  and  spoil- 
ing like  highway  robbers.  This,  if  you  do  not,  you  shall  ever  be  infamous,  and  I 
with  such  help  shall  never  be  victorious.'*  * — GusTAVUS  APOLPHUS. 

The  Right  of  Redress.  As  there  is  no  superior  authority 
to  which  a  state  can  appeal  for  redress  when  any  of  its  sover- 
eign rights  have  been  trespassed  upon,  denied,  or  impeded  in 
their  exercise,  it  is  compelled,  as  a  last  resort,  to  redress  its 
own  injury  or  wrong.  This  it  does  by  a  suspension  of  all 
friendly  relations  with  the  offending  state,  and  by  a  resort  to 
such  acts  of  hostility  as  are  authorized  by  the  laws  of  war. 
Again,  in  the  performance  of  its  duty  of  protecting  its  citi- 
zens and  their  property  from  acts  of  domestic  violence,  a  gov- 
ernment sometimes  finds  its  ordinary  legal  machinery  inade- 
quate to  the  purpose,  and  is  compelled  to  make  use  of  the 
public  armed  force  in  order  to  compel  obedience  to  the  law, 
to  quell  insurrection  and  rebellion,  or  to  enforce  respect  for  its 
neutral  obligations.  In  one  case  the  state  uses  force  against 
an6ther  state;  in  the  other  its  force  is  directed  against  a  por- 
tion of  its  own  population  and  the  military  operations  are  car- 
ried on  within  its  own  territory. 

War  may  therefore  be  defined  as  an  armed  contest  between 
states  or  parts  of  states.'     It  is  undertaken  by  one  state 

I  Lawrence,  Essays  on  Modem  who  dispute  by  force  of  arms"  (De 

International  Law,  p.  178.  Jure  Belli  ac  Pacis,  book  i.  chap. 

'  War  is  defined   by  Grotius  as  i.  par.  2).    It  is  defined  by  Vattei 

"  the  state  or  situation  of   those  as  '*  that  state  in  which  we  prose- 
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against  another,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  an  offending 
state  to  fulfil  its  obligations  as  a  party  to  international  law. 
It  is  undertaken  against  persons  within  its  territory  for  the 
purpose  of  compelling  obedience  to  its  municipal  laws.  When 
its  object  is  attained,  in  either  case,  war  becomes  unlawful  and 
must  cease. 

Rightfulness  of  War.  With  the  inherent  rightfulness  of 
war  international  law  has  nothing  to  do.  War  exists  as  a 
fact  of  international  relations,  and,  as  such,  it  is  accepted  and 
discussed.  In  defining  the  law  of  war,  at  any  time,  the  at- 
tempt is  made  to  formulate  its  rules  and  practices,  and  to  se- 
cure the  general  consent  of  nations  to  such  modifications  of 
its  usages  as  will  tend  towards  greater  humanity,  or  will  shorten 
its  duration,  restrict  its  operations,  and  hasten  the  return  of 
peace  and  the  restoration  of  the  belligerent  states  to  their 
normal  relations.' 

Causes  of  War.  Although  it  falls  within  the  province  of 
international  law  to  determine  how  war  between  civilized 
states  shall  be  carried  on,  and  with  what  formalities  it  shall  be- 
gin and  end,  it  is  impossible  to  deduce  from  the  history  of  in- 
ternational relations  any  precise  rule  for  determining  what  fact,^ 
or  facts,  shall  constitute  a  just  cause  for  war.  It  has  been  said 
that  a  perfect  right  of  a  sovereign  state  can  be  invaded,  or  de- 
nied, only  at  the  risk  of  war,  and,  in  so  far  as  international  law 
is  concerned,  a  state  is  legally  justified  in  regarding  the  denial 
of  such  a  right  as  a  sufficient  cause  for  war.    The  question  of 

cute  our  ri^ht  by  force  "  (Vattel.  war,  but  public  war." — Bas  vs.  Tin- 
Law  of  Nations,  book  iii.  chap.  i.  gy,  4  Dallas,  37:  Creasy,  pp.  360, 
§  i).  It  is  defined  by  Bynkershoek  361;  Field,  Int.  Code,  467-469;  II 
as '' a  contest  carried  on  between  Ferguson,  §§  169-172;  III  Philli- 
independent  persons  for  the  sake  of  more,  p.  77  ;  Woolsey,  §§  114,  115; 
asserting  their  rights"  (Bynker-  Boyd's  Wheaton, § 290 ;  Risley,  p. 
shoek,  Law  of  mir,  p.  120);  by  67  ;  II  Twiss,  pp.  43-49;  Lawrence, 
Wheaton  as  "a  contest  by  force  §155;  IV  Calvo,  §§  1860-1865. 
between  independent  sovereign  M  Halleck,  pp.  439,440;  Boyd's 
states"  (Wheaton,  part  iv.  chap.  Wheaton,  §290;  Snow,  pp.  82,83; 
i.  $  6).  "Every  contention  by  force  Risle^,  pp.  68,  69;  II  Twiss,  pp.  54, 
between  two  nations  in  external  55;  Creasy,  pp.  361-367;  Vattel.li v. 
inatters,under  the  authority  of  their  iii.  chap.  i.  $§  3,  4;  III  Phillimorei 
respective  governments,  is  not  only  pp.  54-84 ;  Woolsey,  §  1 16. 
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determining  whether  a  particular  cause  of  offence  is,  or  is  not» 
sufficient  to  justify  war,  is  strictly  internal  in  character,  and 
concerns  the  offended  state  alone.  With  the  government  of 
that  state  rests  the  entire  legal  and  moral  responsibility  of 
decision.  The  efficient  check  upon  a  nation  in  this  respect 
must  be  found  in  international  public  opinion  rather  than  in 
international  law.' 

Responsibility  for  a  Resort  to  War.  While  it  is  techni- 
cally true  that  a  violation  or  denial  of  a  perfect  right  is  regarded 
as  a  just  cause  for  war,  it  is  true  only  because  no  other  remedy 
is  provided  for  the  violation,  by  a  state,  of  a  rule  of  interna- 
tional law.  As  there  is  no  authority  above  a  sovereign  stat^ 
to  which  it  can  appeal,  it  is  of  necessity  compelled  to  redress, 
by  its  own  means,  any  injuries  that  it  may  receive  from  another 
state.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that  every  denial  of  a 
perfect  right  results  in  war,  even  when  justice  has  been  de- 
manded and  refused.  Those  in  whose  hands  the  government 
is  must  consider  whether  the  injury  that  has  been  received 
is  sufficient,  in  amount  or  importance,  to  counterbalance  the 
evils  that  are  involved  in  a  resort  to  war.  The  chance  of  suc- 
cess must  be  considered,  as  well  as  the  ability  of  the  state  to 
bear  the  burden  of  long-continued  hostilities. 

Moral  Considerations  Involved.  Certain  moral  considera- 
tions are  also  involved  in  the  decision,  the  responsibility  for 
which  no  government  can  evade.  "If  reparation  can  other- 
wise be  obtained,  a  nation  has  no  necessary,  and  therefore  no 
just,  cause  for  war :  if  there  be  no  probability  of  obtaining  it  by 
arms,  a  government  cannot,  with  justice  to  their  own  nation, 
embark  it  in  war ;  and  if  the  evils  of  resistance  should  appear, 
on  the  whole,  greater  than  those  of  submission,  wise  rulers 
will  consider  an  abstinence  from  a  pernicious  exercise  of  right 
as  a  sacred  duty  to  their  own  subjects,  and  a  debt  which 
every  people  owes  to  the  great  commonwealth  of  mankind, 

>  Vattel, liv.  iii. chap.  iii.  |§  24-50;  1863-1898 ;  Bluntschli.  §§  Si S'S^i ; 

I  Halleck.  pp.  439-*442  ;  II  Fergu-  II  Twiss,§  29;  II  Lorimer.chap.  x.; 

son,  §172;  111  Phillimore. pp.  57-76;  KlUber,  §  237;  Manning,  pp.  131-' 

Woolsey,  §§  115,  116;  IV  Calvo,  ${  ^AO. 
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o(  which  they  and  their  enemies  are  alike  members.  A  war 
is  just  against  a  wrong-doer  when  reparation  for  wrong  cannot 
otherwise  be  obtained ;  but  it  is  then  only  conformable  to  all 
the  principles  of  morality  when  it  is  not  likely  to  expose  the 
nation  by  whom  it  is  levied  to  greater  evils  than  it  professes 
to  avert,  and  when  it  does  not  inflict  on  the  nation  which  has 
done  the  wrong  sufferings  altogether  disproportionate  to  the 
extent  of  the  injury.  When  the  rulers  of  a  nation  are  re-, 
quired  to  determine  a  question  of  peace  or  war,  the  bare  jus- 
tice of  their  case  against  the  wrong-doer  never  can  be  the 
sole,  and  is  not  always  the  chief,  matter  on  which  they  are 
morally  bound  to  exercise  a  conscientious  deliberation.  Pru- 
dence in  conducting  the  affairs  of  their  subjects  is  in  them  a 
part  of  justice."  * 

Classification  of  Wars.  Wars  are  classified  according  to 
the  point  of  view  from  which  they  are  examined  or  discussed. 
They  are  classified  according  to  their  causes,  into  wars  of  o^in- 
\pn^  religious  warSj  wars^qf  indej>endence,  of,£Otiqjiest»,  or  sub- 
jugation.  In  a  military  sense  they  are  oj^ensive  or  defensive. 
In  a  political  sense  they  are  classified  into  exterjyii  and  int£Z^^ 
nal  wars.  Iiiternal  wars  are  further  subdivided  into:  ist. 
Ltvil  warSy  in  which  the  belligerent  parties  are  distributed 
over  a  large  part  of  the  territory  of  a  state,  the  object  being 
to  secure  a  change  of  government  or  laws,  but  not  at  the  ex- 
pense of  national  unity;  2d.  Rebelliotis  or  insurrections ^  in 
which  a  portion  of  the  population  of  a  state  rises  against  The 
central  government,  sometimes  with  the  design  of  securing  a 
separation  from  it,  sometimes  with  a  view  to  resist  the  ex- 
ecution of  harsh  or  oppressive  laws,  or  measures  of  admin- 
istration.* 


'Mackintosh's  Collected  Works, 
p.  430,  cited  by  Creasy.  "  First 
rlatform  of  International  Law,"  pp. 
362.  363. 

'Insurrection  against  a  c^overn- 
ment  may.  or  may  not,  culminate 
in  an  organized  rebellion,  but  a 
civil  war  always  begins  by  insur- 
rection against  the  lawful  authority 


of  the  government.  A  civil  war  is 
never  solemnly  declared ;  it  be- 
comes such  by  its  accidents — the 
number,  power,  and  organization 
of  the  persons  who  originate  and 
carry  it  on. — The  "  Prize  Cases,"  2 
Black,  635.  The  offence  of  levying 
war  upon  a  state,  when  committed 
by  a  subject,  is  called  treason ;  and 
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The  Belligerent  Parties.  The  states  which  are  parties  to 
a  particular  war  are  called  belligerents.  Their  operations  must 
be  carried  on  in  accordance  with  certain  accepted  usages, 
which  are  sanctioned  by  all  nations  under  the  name  of  the 
Laws  of  War.  Whenever  a  state  occupies  the  position  of  a 
belligerent,  it  is  vested  with  all  the  rights,  and  charged  with 
all  the  obligations,  incident  to  a  state  of  war.  The  parties  to 
an  internal  war  are  also  called  belligerents.  They  acquire 
belligerent  rights  so  soon  as  the  central  government  decides 
to  resort  to  warlike  methods  in  order  to  quell  the  insurrection. 
The  recogfnition  of  such  rights  by  the  central  government,  or 
by  foreign  powers,  in  no  way  involves  the  recognition  of  the 
rebellious  government  as  a  separate  political  organization.  It 
only  implies  that  the  laws  of  war  are  to  prevail  in  the  military 
operations  undertaken  for  the  purpose  of  suppressing  the  re- 


an  act  of  treason  is  an  act  of  war. 
When  participated  in  by  a  few  per- 
sons, it  is  dealt  with  by  the  civil 
authorities,  and  the  offenders  are 
tried  and  punished  by  the  courts 
of  the  state  having  jurisdiction  of 
the  offence;  when  participated  in 
by  such  numbers  of  persons  as  to 
inalce  it  impossible  for  the  duly 
constituted  avil  authorities  to  deal 
with  it,  the  military  power  of  the 
state  is  employed  in  its  suppres- 
sion, and,  in  the  interest  of  hu- 
manity, what  are  called  "  bellig- 
erent rights  "  are  usually  accorded 
to  the  msurgents,  and  the  opera- 
tions undertaken  with  a  view  to 
quell  the  insurrection  are  carried 
on  in  conformity  to  the  rules  of 
civilized  warfare.  The  granting  of 
belligerent  rights,  however,  does 
not  impair  the  right  of  the  central 
government  to  try  those  who  have 
participated  in  the  insurrection  for 
treason,  or  for  such  other  offences 
as  may  have  been  committed  by 
them  during  the  period  of  active 
hostilities.  See  also  I  Halleck, 
pp.  454-473 ;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  ch.  i. 
f§  1-5;   Hall,  §  5.    The  United 


States,  in  the  enforcement'  of  their 
constitutional  rights  against  armed 
insurrection,  have  all  the  powers, 
not  only  of  a  sovereign,  but  also  of 
the  most  favored  belligerent.— La- 
mar vs,  Browne,  92  U.  S.  187.  A 
revolutionary  party,  like  a  foreign 
belligerent  power,  is  supreme  over 
the  country  it  conquers,  as  far  and 
as  long  as  its  arms  can  carry  and 
maintain  it ;  and  when  the  former 
government  resumes  its  possession 
of  the  territory  it  cannot  call  the 
citizens  or  subjects  of  a  third  na- 
tion to  account  for  obeying  the 
authority  which  was  temporarily 
supreme. — IX  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p. 
140.  Although  it  has  been  doubted 
whether  a  mere  body  of  rebellious 
men  can  claim  all  tne  rights  of  a 
separate  power  on  the  high  seas, 
without  absolute  or  qualified  recog- 
nition from  foreign  governments, 
there  is  no  authority  for  a  doubt 
that  the  parties  to  a  civil  war  have 
the  right  to  conduct  it  with  all  the 
incidents  of  lawful  war  within  the 
territory  to  which  they  both  be- 
long.—Ibid. 
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bellion,  enforcing  the  laws,  and  restoring  the  supremacy  of  the 
national  government. 

Neutrals :  the  Status  of  Neutrs^lity.  All  states  in  the  civ- 
ilized world,  which  do  not  become  parties  to  an  existing  war — 
as  belligerents  or  allies — are  placed  by  the  declaration  of  war, 
or  the  outbreak  of  hostilities,  in  a  peculiar  status  of  non-inter- 
ference, hereafter  to  be  explained,  called  neutrality.  These 
non-participating  states  are  called  neutrals,  and  their  subjects 
are  known  as  neutral  subjects ;  the  peculiar  immunities  which 
become  operative  in  their  behalf,  in  respect  to  hostile  opera- 
tions, are  called  neutral  rights,  and  the  obligations  in  respect 
to  non-interference,  with  which  such  states  become  charged  at 
the  outbreak  of  war,  are  known  as  neutral  duties} 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  status  of  belligerency  is  occu- 
pied by  the  states  which  are  the  immediate  parties  to  an  ex- 
isting war ;  the  status  of  neutrality,  on  the  other  hand,  is  oc- 
cupied by  those  states  which  refrain  from  participating  in  the 
war,  either  as  belligerents  or  allies.  The  status  of  neutrality 
is  thus  seen  to  be  involuntary,  in  that  it  results  from  the  mere 
fact  that  war  exists  between  two  or  more  states,  with  all  of 
which  the  neutral  is  at  peace.  It  becomes  operative  at  the 
declaration  of  war,  or  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities ;  and  is 
made  known,  or  publicly  assumed,  by  a  formal  proclamation, 
issued  by  the  neutral  state,  in  which  the  fact  of  war  is  recog- 
nized and  its  subjects  are  warned  to  refrain  from  participating 
in  its  operations. 

Recognition  of  Belligerency  in  Internal  Wars.  It  has 
beep  seen  that  belligerent  rights  are  acquired  by  the  states 
that  are  parties  to  a  particular  ^conflict  at  the  declaration  of 
war,  or,  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  formal  declaration,  at  the 
outbreak  of  hostilities;  at  the  same  moment  the  rights  and  ob- 
ligations of  neutral  states  become  operative.  In  respect  to  in- 
ternal wars,  however,  the  case  is  not  quite  the  same.  The 
central  government  is  engaged  in  the  suppression  of  a  domes- 
tic insurrection,  and,  in  virtue  of  its  independence,  it  is  entitled 

'  For  a  more  complete  discussion     chapter  entitled  "  Neutrality."  See 
of  the  neutral   relation,  see  the     al$o  H  Ortolan,  pp.  77-83. 
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to  an  immunity  from  interference  in  so  doing.  It  is  only 
when  the  insurrectionary  movement  has  attained  such  form 
and  proportions  that  the  central  government  has  been  com- 
pelled to  resort  to  military  force  in  its  suppression-r-untH,  in- 
deed, there  is  something  to  recognize — that  the  matter  as- 
sumes international  importance. 

The  question  of  according  or  withholding  rights  of  belliger- 
ency in  respect  to  the  insui^ent  subjects  of  a  foreign  power  is 
one  which  every  sovereign  state  determines  for  itself,  in  view 
of  the  particular  facts  in  each  case.  As  to  what  conditions 
must  be  fulfilled  to  warrant  such  recognition  of  belligerency,  it 
may  be  said  that  the  conflict  must  be  one  amounting  to  public 
war;  the  mere  existence  of  contending  armed  bodied,  who  come 
into  occasional  conflicts,  not  constituting  a  state  of  public  war 
in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  is  here  used.  The  insurrec- 
tionary movement  must  have  been  participated  in  by  a  con- 
siderable portion  of  the  population  of  the  state ;  the  relative 
strength  of  the  parties  must  be  such  as  to  give  some  assurance 
of  success  of  the  cause  of  the  insurgents;  they  must  have 
proved  their  ability  to  maintain  themselves  in  certain  well-de- 
fined limits  of  territory,  and  must  have  established,  and  must 
be  prepared  to  maintain,  such  governmental  institutions  as  will 
enable  them  to  enter  into  diplomatic  intercourse  with  the 
states  whose  recognition  is  sought.'  If  the  belligerehcy  of  the 
insurgents  be  recognized  before  the  conditions  above  described 
have  been  fulfilled,  it  may  properly  be  regarded  as  a  cause  of 
offence  by  the  state  within  whose  territories  the  insurrection  is 
in  prog^ress.'    If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  be  delayed  too  long,  it  is 


'  I  Dig.  Int.  Law»  |  69;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  §  23.  note ;  Woolsey,  §| 
40,180;  Bluntsch]i,§§  28-38;  33  Al- 
bany Law  Journal,  p.  1 25 ;  I  Halleck, 
pp.  68-72 ;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  27 ; 
Hall,  pp.  31-42;  the  Santissima 
Trinidad^  7  Wheaton,  337 ;  vol.  ii. 
Revue  de  Droit  International,  pp. 

452-485- 
'  The  United  States  complained 

— it  must  be  admitted  without  good 
19 


or  sufficient  reason— at  the  recop;- 
nition  of  the  belligerency  of  the 
Confederate  States.  This  seems 
strange,  as  the  Federal  Govern  mem 
had  already  accorded  belligerent 
rights  to  the  insurgents  by  its 
avowed  determination  to  attempt 
the  suppression  of  the  rebellion  by 
a  resort  to  the  use  of  its  land  and 
naval  forces,  and  by  its  conduct  of 
the  military  operatipas  in  accord- 
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calculated  to  give  rise  to  strained  relations  with  the  govern- 
ment of  the  insurgents  in  the  event  of  its  independence  being 
recognized.' 

Recognition  of  Independence.  In  addition  to  the  recogni- 
tion of  belligerent  rights  in  behalf  of  an  insurgent  government, 
a  state  may,  and,  in  the  case  of  a  successful  rebellion,  must, 
sooner  or  later,  recognize  the  independence  of  the  state  which 
has  come  into  being  as  the  result  of  an  exercise  of  the  right 
of  revolution.  If  the  independence  of  the  new  state  be  recog- 
nized during  the  continuance  of  hostilities,  the  parent  state 
may  regard  it  as  an  unfriendly,  or  even  as  a  hostile  act.  Such 
recognition,  however,  in  some  form  is  a  necessary  prelimi- 


ance  with  the  laws  of  war. — Hall, 
pp.  39-42 ;  Woolsey,  §  180;  Procla- 
mation of  President  Lincoln,  April 
19.  186 1,  12  Stat,  at  Large,  p.  1258. 
*  The  policy  of  most  mcKlern  states 
in  the  matter  of  recognizing  the 
belligerency  of  revolted  communi- 
ties is  one  of  extreme  conservatism. 
This  for  the  reason  that  neutral 
rights  and  obligations  come  into 
operation  as  a  consequence  of  such 
recognition,  and  with  them  the 
onerous  restrictions  upon  the  mari- 
time commerce  of  neutral  states 
which  are  incident  to  a  state  of 
war.  This  is  shown  in  the  failure 
of  the  United  States  to  accord  such 
rec(^nition  to  any  of  the  numerous 
insurrectionary  movements  in  the 
island  of  Cuba,  some  of  which  have 
come  very  near  to  fulfilling  the  es- 
sential conditions  of  belligerency, 
and  many  of  which  have  appealed 
strongly  to  the  sympathies  of  the 
American  people. — Hall.  pp.  31-37: 
I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  60.  When  a  civil 
war  rages  in  a  foreign  nation,  one 
part  of  which  separates  itself  from 
the  old  established  government  and 
erects  itself  into  a  distinct  govern- 
ment, the  courts  of  this  country 
must  view  such  newly-constituted 
government  as  it  is  viewed  by  the 


l^islative  and  executive  depart- 
ments jof  the  Government  of  the 
United  States.— United  States  vs. 
Palmer,  3  Wheaton,  610.  If  the 
government  remains  neutral,  but 
recognizes  the  existence  of  a  civil 
war,  the  courts  of  the  country  can- 
not consider  as  criminal  those  acts 
of  hostility  which  war  authorizes, 
and  which  the  new  government 
may  direct  against  its  enemy. — 
Ibid.  Though  the  independence  of 
Buenos  Ayres  has  not  been  ac- 
knowledged by  the  United  States, 
we  have  recognized  the  existence 
of  a  state  of  civil  war  between  Spain 
and  its  colonies,  and  each  party  to 
that  war  is  respected  by  us  in  its 
exercise  of  all  belligerent  rights,  in- 
cluding the  right  of  capture. — ^The 
Santisstma  Trinidad,  7  Wheaton, 
283  [337].  To  create  the  right  of 
blockade  and  other  belligerent 
rights,  as  against  neutrals,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  party  claiming 
them  should  be  at  war  with  a  sepa- 
rate and  independent  power;  the 
parties  to  a  civil  war  are  in  the 
same  predicament  as  two  nations 
who  engage  in  a  contest  and  have 
recourse  to  arms.— Prize  Cases,  2 
Black,  635. 
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nary  to  the  admission  of  the  new  state  into  the  family  of 
nations.* 

The  Right  to  Declare  War,  or  to  Initiate  Hostilities,  in 
Whom  Vested.  The  right  of  declaring  war  is  an  essential  at- 
tribute of  sovereignty.  It  is  the  act  of  the  supreme  govern- 
mental authority  of  a  state,  and  is  limited  in  its  exercise,  if  at 
all,  only  by  the  constitution  or  fundamental  law  of  the  state 
by  whom,  or  in  whose  behalf,  it  is  exercised.  In  former  times 
the  power  to  declare  war,  or  otherwise  involve  a  state  in  hos- 


1  France  not  onl^  recognized  the 
belligerency  and  independence  of 
the  United  States,  but  concluded  a 
treaty  of  alliance  with  that  power, 
in  consequence  of  which  the  mili- 
tary and  naval  forces  of  France 
were  employed  In  co-operation  with 
those  of  the  colonies  in  the  prose- 
cution of  the  War  of  the  Revolu- 
tion. —  I  Halleck,  p.  72;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  §$  21a,  lyd-iyi;  Wool- 
sey.  §  40;  Hall.  pp.  90-94;  I  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §  70;  Creasy,  pp.  670- 
677.  Prior  to  the  outbreak  of  war 
between  the  United  States  and 
Spain,  the  belligerency  and  also  the 
independence  of  the  people  of  the 
Island  of  Cuba  were  recognized  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
in  the  following  Joint  Resolution: 
"Whereas,  The  abhorrent  condi- 
tions which  have  existed  for  more 
than  three  years  in  the  Island  of 
Cuba,  so  near  our  own  borders, 
have  shocked  the  moral  sense  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States, 
have  been  a  disgrace  to  Christian 
civilization,  culminating,  as  they 
have,  in  the  destruction  of  a  Unit- 
ed States  battle -ship,  with  two 
hundred  and  sixty-six  of  its  of&cers 
and  crew,  while  on  a  friendly  visit 
in  the  harbor  of  Havana,  and  can- 
not longer  be  endured,  as  has  been 
set  forth  by  the  President  of  the 
United  States  in  his  message  to 
Congress  of  April  eleventh,  eigh- 
teen  hundred   and    ninety- eight, 


upon  which  the  action  of  Congress 
was  invited :  Therefore, 

^* Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  as- 
sembled. First,  That  the  people  of 
the  Island  of  Cuba  are,  and  of  right 
ought  to  be,  free  and  independent. 

"  Second.  That  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  United  States  to  demand,  and 
the  Government  of  the  United 
States  does  hereby  demand,  that 
the  Government  of  Spain  at  once 
relinquish  its  authority  and  gov- 
ernment in  the  Island  of  Cuba  and 
withdraw  its  land  and  naval  forces 
from  Cuba  and  Cuban  waters. 

**  Third.  That  the  President  of  the 
United  States  be,  and  he  hereby  is. 
directed  and  empowered  to  use  the 
entire  land  and  naval  forces  of  the 
United  States,  and  to  call  into  the 
actual  service  of  the  United  States 
the  militia  of  the  several  states,  to 
such  extent  as  may  be  necessary 
to  carry  these  resolutions  into 
effect. 

"  Fourth.  That  the  United  States 
hereby  disclaims  any  disposition  or 
intention  to  exercise  sovereignty, 
jurisdiction,  or  control  over  said 
island  except  for  the  pacification 
thereof,  and  asserts  its  determina- 
tion, when  that  is  accomplished,  to 
leave  the  government  and  control 
of  the  island  to  its  people." — Joint 
Res.  No.  21,  April  20,  1898;  30 
Stat,  at  Large,  p.  738. 


28o 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


tilities,  was  vested  in  the  sovereign ;  the  present  tendency  is 
to  restrict  his  power  in  this  regard,  usually  by  requiring  such 
declaration  to  be  made,  or  sanctioned^  by  the  supreme  legisla- 
tive authority;  this  is  especially  the  case  in  states  in  which 
representfitive  institutions  exist.  In  the  United  States  the 
power  to  declare  war  is  vested,  by  the  Constitution,  in  the 
Congress ;'  but  as  it  may  exist  without  being  declared — as  in 
case  of  invasion  by  a  foreign  power,  or  when  insurrection  or 
rebellion  exists — it  may  be  met  and  repelled  by  the  President, 
as  the  constitutional  commander-in-chief.'  The  power  to  de- 
clare war,  or  to  recognize  its  existence,  was  formerly  delegated 
to  colonial  governments,  and  even  to  commercial  companies ; 
such  delegation  of  authority,  however,  is  no  longer  recognized, 
and  the  power  to  initiate  hostilities  is  now  held  to  be  exclusive- 
ly lodged  in  the  central  government  of  the  state.  This  does 
not  prevent  distant  dependencies  from  recognizing  the  fact 
of  war,  if  declared  by  another  power ;  and  they  may  resist  in- 
vasion, or  even  carry  the  war  into  t\\e  territory  of  the  enemy.' 
Formal  Declaration  of  War.  In  former  times  war  was  de- 
clared with  great  formalities.  This  is  no  longer  the  case,  the 
formal  declaration  having  ceased  when  the  necessity  for  its 
existence  had  passed  away.  When  the  relations  of  two  states 
become  strained  the  fact  is  at  once  known  throughout  the 


'  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  article  i.  §  8,  par.  ii.  Con- 
gress may  authorize  general  hos- 
titities.  in  which  case  the  general 
laws  of  war  apply  to  our  situation, 
or  partial  hostilities,  in  which  case 
the  laws  of  war,  so  far  as  they  act- 
ually apply  to  our  situation,  must 
be  noticed. — Talbot  vs.  Seeman,  i 
Cranch,  i  (28). 

*  The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  635, 
668.  A  state  of  actual  war  may 
exist  without  any  formal  declara- 
tion of  it  by  either  partv;  and 
this  is  true  of  both  a  civil  and  a 
foreign  war. — Prize  Cases,  2  Black, 
635.  The  United  States  may  be 
engaged  in  war,  and  have  all  the 
rights  of  a  belligerent,  without  any 


declaration  by  Congress.  —  The 
Amy  Warwick,  2  Sprague,  123. 
Upon  a  declaration  of  war  the 
President  has  an  authority,  as  inci- 
dent to  his  office,  to  employ  all  the 
usual  and  customary  means,  ac- 
knowledged by  the  law  of  nations, 
to  carry  it  into  effect. — Cargo  of 
Shx^^Emulaus,  i  Gallison,  563. 

•Boyd's  Wheaton,  §§  294-297; 
I  Halleck,  p.  474:  II  Twiss,  §  29; 
III  Phillimore,  pp.  77,  78,  153;  II 
Ortolan,  p.  11;  Woolsey,  |  120; 
Risley,  pp.  77-82 ;  Creasy,  pp.  405, 
406;  II  Ferguson,  $  173.  For  cases 
of  hostilities  without  declaration  of 
war,  see  vol.  xvii.  Revue  de  Droit 
Internationa],  pp.  19*49. 
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civilized  world,  and  the  subjects  of  the  tinfriendly  powers 
have  sufficient  time  to  arrange  their  business  affairs  and 
to  accommodate  their  legal  relations  to  the  changed  condi- 
tions. When  all  attempts  at  peaceable  adjustment  have 
failed,  diplomatic  intercourse  ceases,  ministers  are  with- 
drawn, and  the  military  and  naval  forces  of  the  belliger- 
ents are  mobilized  and  placed  upon  a  war  footing.  So  far 
as  the  opposing  nations  are  concerned,  no  further  declara- 
tion is  now  regarded  as  necessary/ 

Official  Notification  of  an  Intended  Resort  to  War.  Al- 
though the  practice  of  making  formal  declarations  no  longer 
obtains,  a  state  which  asstunes  a  belligerent  attitude  tow- 
ards another  is  obliged  to  give  public  notice  of  its  inten- 
tion in  each  of  the  following  cases :  ist.  To  its  own  subjects ; 
2d.  To  neutrals.  This  notice  is  frequently  given  by  proc- 
lamations which  contain  a  statement  of  the  cause  of  the 
war  and  of  the  purposes  or  motives  for  which  it  is  tmder- 
taken.  They  also  contain  the  date  after  which  a  state  of 
hostility  will  legally  exist.  This  is  a  matter  of  great  im- 
portance, in  that  it  enables  neutral  powers  to  give  effect 
to  their  neutrality  laws,  to  issue  proclamations  of  neutral- 
ity, and  to  fix  the  date  upon  which  their  neutral  obligations 
become  binding.  No  declaration,  or  notice,  is  required 
from  the  state  which  acts  on  the  defensive.' 


*  III  Phillimore,  pp.  85-105;  I 
Halleck»  pp.  476,  477;  II  Twiss, 
pp.  64-68;  Levi,  p.  281;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  H  397,  agjA;  Hall,  pp. 
374-382;  II  Ortolan,  pp.  11-24; 
II  Ferguson,  pp.  262-267;  Walker, 
Manual,  p.  104;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,  i  161.  For  the  text  of  the 
Declaration  of  War  against  Spain, 
adopted  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  on  April  25,  1898 
(30  Stats,  at  Large,  p.  364).  For 
examples  of  hostilities  without 
declaration  of  war,  see  vol.  xvii. 
Revue  de  Droit  International,  pp. 
19-49.  With  a  view  to  safeguard 
to  .some  extent  the  interests  of 


neutrals,  and  to  charge  belliger- 
ents with  a  definite  duty  of  notifi- 
cation, the  Second  Peace  Confer- 
ence at  The  Hague  adopted  a 
conventional  rule  providing  that 
hostilities  should  not  begin  with- 
out previous  and  explicit  warning, 
in  the  form  of  a  declaration  con- 
taining a  statement  of  the  reason 
justifying  a  resort  to  force,  or  of 
an  ultimatum  accompanied  by  a 
conditional  declaration  of  war. 
For  rest  of  this  agreement,  see 
Appendix  P,  Convention  No.  3. 
*  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap,  iv.;  II  Fer- 
guson, pp.  262-267;  Hall,  pp.  380- 
383;   II   Ortolan,  pp.    11-24;   II 
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Effects  of  a  State  of  War.  The  direct  effects  of  a  state  of 
war  are:  ist.  To  place  both  the  belligerents  states  and  their 
subjects  in  a  condition  of  non  -  intercourse  with  each  other. 
2d.  Each  citizen  of  one  state  becomes  the  legal  enemy  of  ev- 
ery citizen  of  the  other.'  This  state  is  legale  not  actual^  for 
no  subject  of  either  state  can  take  the  life  of  an  enemy,  or 
make  captures  on  land  or  sea,  or  do  any  hostile  act,  without 
the  express  authority  of  his  government.  Commercial  inter- 
course  between  subjects  of  the  belligerent  states  becomes  il- 
legal. Contracts  and  other  legal  obligations  are  suspended 
during  the  continuance  of  hostilities,  and  a  similar  rule  is  ap- 


Twiss,  pp.  64-78 ;  Boyd's  Whcaton, 
§§  297,  297a  ;  I  Halleclc.  pp.  476- 
479 ;  Levi,  p.  281 ;  Walker,  Manual, 
pp.  104,  10^;  III  Phillimore,  pp. 
105-1 13.  For  manifestoes  of  Chili 
and  Peru  at  the  outbreak  of  the 
war  of  1878,  see  Foreign  Relations 
of  the  United  States,  1879,  PP*  i^> 
867,  874 ;  for  the  case  of  Russia  in 
1877,  see  Foreign  Relations  of  the 
United  States,  1877,  p.  470. 

'  In  a  state  of  war,  the  nations 
who  are  engaged  in  it,  and  all  their 
citizens  or  subjects,  are  enemies  to 
each  other. — Jecker  vs.  Montgom- 
ery, 18  Howard,  no.  When  inter- 
national wars  exist,  all  commerce 
between  the  countries  of  the  bellig- 
erent, unless  permitted  by  the  sov- 
ereign, is  contrary  to  public  policy, 
and  all  contracts  Rowing  out  of 
such  commerce  are  illegal. — Coppel 
vs.  Hall,  7  Wallace,  542;  United 
States  vs.  Grossmeyer,  9  Wallace, 
72;  Planters'  Bank  vs.  St.  John,  i 
Woods,  588 ;  The  Schooner  Rapid, 
I  Galiison,  295 ;  the  Hoop,  i  Rob. 
Adm.    Rep.     196,    Bynkershoek, 

8uest.  Pub.  Jur.  lib.  i.  chap.  3; 
ramer  vs.  United  States,  7  Court 
of  Claims,  302;  Matthew  vs.  Mc- 
Stea,  I  Otto,  7;  III  Philliroore, 
pp.  127-144;  I  Halleck.  pp^  480- 
484 ;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  {§  298-304a ; 
Levi,  pp.  281-285;  Walker,  Man- 


ual, pp.  106-1 1 1 ;  Hall,  PP  387-393 ; 
Manning,  pp.  166-177;  Lawrence, 
Int.  Law,  §1  162-165.  War  puts  ev- 
ery individual  of  the  respective  gov- 
ernments, as  well  as  the  govern- 
ments themselves,  in  a  state  of 
hostility  with  each  other.  AU 
treaties,  contracts,  and  rights  of 
property  are  suspended.  The  sub- 
jects are  in  all  respects  considered 
as  enemies.  They  may  seize  the 
persons  and  property  of  each  other. 
They  have  no  persona  standi  in 
judicio,  no  power  to  sue  in  the 
public  courts  of  the  enemy  nation. 
It  becomes  in  the  highest  degree 
criminal  to  comfort  or  aid  the  en- 
emy.—  The  Schooner  Rapid  and 
cargo,  I  Galiison,  303.  It  mav  be 
averred  as  a  part  of  the  law  of  na- 
tions—  forming  a  part,  too,  of  the 
municipal  jurisprudence  of  every 
country— that  in  a  state  of  war  be- 
tween two  nations,  declared  by  the 
authority  in  whom  the  municipal 
constitution  vests  the  power  of 
making  war.  the  two  nations  and 
all  their  citizens  or  subjects  are  en- 
emies to  each  other.  The  conse- 
quence of  this  state  of  hostility  is, 
tnat  all  intercourse  and  communi- 
cation between  them  is  unlawful. — 
Jecker  vs.  Montgomery,  18  How- 
ard, no,  112. 
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plied  to  partnerships  and  other  business  arrangements.  Shares 
in  the  public  stocks  of  either  state,  which  are  held  in  the  terri- 
tory of  the  other,  are  not  confiscated  or  forfeited.  Interest 
ceases  to  be  paid  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities,  but  is  resumed 
at  the  establishment  of  peace,  the  interest  accrued  during  the 
war  becoming  payable  at  its  close.' 

Citizens  of  one  belligerent  power  in  the  territory  of  the 
other  at  the  declaration  of  war  may  be  required  to  depart,  or 
may  be  permitted  to  remain,  at  the  discretion  of  the  state  in 
whose  territory  they  are  resident.'  The  latter  course  has  been 
pursued  in  most  recent  wars,  and  is  the  one  most  in  accordance 
with  the  dictates  of  humanity.  This  question  has  frequently 
been  made  the  subject  of  treaty  stipulation.  It  is  now  gen- 
erally recognized,  however,  that  such  persons  are  not  to  be 
made  prisoners  of  war,  and,  if  ordered  to  depart,  they  are  to 
be  given  a  reasonable  time  for  removal  with  their  property 
and  effects.  Subjects  of  the  enemy  who  are  permitted  to  re- 
main in  a  belligerent  state  may  be  subjected  to  such  special 
police  regulation  and  supervision  as  may  be  deemed  necessary 
by  the  government  for  its  security.  For  reasonable  cause  they 
may  be  required  to  depart,  or  may  be  forcibly  expelled.  If 
they  give  aid  or  information  to  the  enemy,  or  to  their  own 
government,  they  become  subject  to  the  laws  of  war,  and  may 
be  treated,  according  to  the  nature  of  their  offence,  as  prison- 
ers of  war,  or  as  traitors  or  spies,  and  may  be  punished  accord- 
ingly. 

The  Property  of  Enemy's  Subjects.  The  property  of  en- 
emy's subjects  found  within  the  territory  of  a  state  at  the  out- 


'Manning,  pp.  175,  176;  Vattei, 
liv.  iii.  chap.  v.  $  ^^\  Brown  vs, 
U.  S.  SCranch,  140 ;  III  Phillimore, 

887-89 ;  IV  Calvo,  Si  i9«6  - 1924 ; 
Twiss,  §  s8 ;   Dana's  Wheaton, 
{  308,  note  157. 

*  Boyd's  Wheaton.  {  304a,  note. 
For  a  discussion  of  the  right  of  the 
sovereign  power  of.  a  country  to  re- 
quire the  services  of  all  its  citizens 
m  time  of  war,  see  The  Joseph,  I 


Gallison,  p.  545.  The  duty  of  a 
citizen,  when  war  breaks  out,  if  it 
be  a  foreign  war,  and  he  is  abroad,  is 
to  return  without  delay;  and  if  it 
be  a  civil  war,  and  he  is  a  resident 
in  the  rebellious  section,  he  should 
leave  it  as  soon  as  practicable. — 
The  William  Bagaley,  5  Wallace, 
377 ;  IV  Calvo,  §§  1912-1914;  Hall, 
f  126;  I  Halleck,  pp.  483-487; 
Manning,  pp.  170-175. 
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break  of  war  is  not  confiscable.*  Debts  due  an  enemy's 
subject  are  suspended  during  the  war,  but  resume  their 
obligatory  character  at  its  termination.  '*The  right  of  the 
original  creditor  to  sue  for  the  recovery  of  his  debt  is  not 
extinguished  by  the  war,  and  revives  in  full  force  on  the 
restoration  of  peace.**  *  "The  debts  due  by  American  citi- 
zens to  British  subjects  before  the  war  of  the  Revolution, 
and  not  actually  confiscated,  were  judicially  considered  as 
revived,  together  with  the  right  to  sue  for  their  recovery, 
on  the  restoration  of  peace  between  the  two  coim tries. 
The  confiscation  of  private  debts  of  any  sort,  besides  ex- 
posing the  state  doing  so  to  retaliation,  only  cripples  the 
enemy  in  a  very  indirect  way.  It  has  no  effect  at  all  on 
the  military  or  naval  operations  of  the  war,  and  cannot, 
therefore,  be  justified  on  any  principle.*'  * 

Enemy  Merchant  Ships.  The  international  practice 
for  nearly  a  century  has  been  to  allow  merchant  ships 
which  are  in  an  enemy's  port  at  the  outbreak  of  war  to 
depart  freely,  taking  with  them  their  cargoes  if  not  con- 
traband of  war,  and  to  proceed  without  molestation  to 
their  respective  ports  of  destination.  The  rules  adopted 
by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague  purport  to 
recognize  this  immunity  from  capture,  and  to  extend  it 
so  as  to  include  the  date  of  arrival  at  a  home  port,  or  at 


'  Walker,  Manual,  g  48;  the 
Sarah  Starry  Blatch.  Prize  Cases, 
650;  Manning,  pp.  171-175;  I  Hal- 
leck,  pp.  48J-497;  III  Phill.  pp. 
130-145;  Hall,  pp.  387-393*.  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  §§  2 98-3 04a;  Lawrence, 
Int.  Law,  §§  195-198;  III  Dig.  Int. 
Law    8  ^  ^  7 . 

»  Boycrs  Wheaton,  g  305;  I  Hal- 
leck,  pp.  487-491;  Dana's  Whea- 
ton, g  308,  note  157.  See  also 
Parliamentary  Papers,  1862, "  Cor- 
respondence Relating  to  the  Civil 
War,"  p.  108.  Enemy  property 
found  m  the  United  States,  on 
land,  at  the  commencement  of 
hostilities,  cannot  be  condemned 
without  a  legislative  act  authoriz- 
ing its  confiscation.  An  act  declar- 


ing war  is  not  such  an  act. — Brown 
vs.  United  States,  8  Cranch,  no. 

*  Boyd's  Wheaton,  g  308a;  see 
also  authorities  cited  in  note  i, 
page  383.  In  the  case  of  the  WiU- 
tarn  Bagaley  it  was  held  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  that  personal  property  left 
in  a  hostile  country  by  an  owner 
who  abandons  such  country  in 
order  to  go  to  the  other  belligerent, 
and  so  to  return  to  his  proper  al- 
legiance and  soil,  becomes,  unless 
an  effort  is  made  with  prompti- 
tude to  remove  it  from  such  coun- 
try, impressed  with  its  character, 
and  as  such  liable  to  the  -conse- 
quences attaching  to  enemy's 
property. — The   William  Bagaley^ 
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a  neutral  port,  after  which  the  right  of  capture,  as  to  both 
ship  and  cargo,  is  revived.  But  the  immunity  accorded 
by  the  convention  is  coupled  with  the  condition  that  the 
privilege  does  not  apply  to  a  ship  which  has  been  officially 
notified  of  the  existence  of  war.  As  all  merchant  ships 
are  now  chargeable  with  such  knowledge,  due  to  the  exist- 
ence of  modem  means  of  telegraphic  communication,  the 
immunity  conferred  by  the  treaty  is  so  illusory  that  the 
United  States  has  declined  to  become  a  party  to  its  opera- 
tion. The  terms  of  the  convention  do  not  apply  to  a  ship 
which  indicates,  by  its  construction,  that  it  was  intended 
for  conversion  into  a  public  armed  vessel.* 

Effect  of  War  upon  Treaties  of  Alliance,  Guarantee,  and 
Subsidy.  Treaties  of  alliance,  of  subsidy,  and  of  guarantee, 
made  in  anticipation  of  war,  come  into  effect  the  moment 
war  is  declared  by,  or  against,  one  of  the  allied  states. 
Each  state  which  is  a  party  to  a  treaty  of  alliance  must 
decide  for  itself  whether  the  case  contemplated  by  the 
treaty  exists  or  not.  If  its  decision  be  affirmative,  its 
obligations  as  an  ally  go  into  effect  immediately.  If  it 
decides  in  the  negative,  its  action  cannot  be  constrained 
by  any  method  short  of  reprisals  or  war.  The  other  allies, 
however,  may  look  upon  its  failure  as  a  violation  of  treaty 
stipulation,  which  they  may  regard  as  a  just  cause  for  war. 
A  treaty  of  subsidy  obliges  a  state  to  grant  certain  aid, 
troops,  supplies,  or  money,  either  on  formal  notification,  or 
when  a  particular  state  of  affairs  exists  which  was  contem- 
plated by  the  treaty.  In  this  case,  as  in  that  of  an  alliance, 
each  contracting  party  decides  for  itself  whether  the  case 
exists  which  is  contemplated  by  the  treaty,  and  each  is 
fully  responsible  for  its  decision.  The  aid  agreed  upon  is 
furnished  strictly  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
treaty  of  subsidy,  and  the  obligation  incurred  is  fulfilled 
when  the  stipulated  duty  has  been  performed. 

5   Wallace,     377.     The   presump-  country  for  a  considerable  length 

tion  of  the  law  of  nations  is  against  of  time. — Ibid, 
an  owner  who  suffers  such  prop-         '  For  text  of  this  agreement,  see 

erty  to   continue'  in  the   hostile  Appendix  F,  Convention  No.  6, 
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If  the  assistance  proves  inadequate  to  the  purpose,  or  if  it  be 
impossible  of  fulfilment,  no  obligation  rests  upon  the  sub- 
sidizing state  to  render  other  or  further  service  of  the  same 
kind. 

Treaties  of  guarantee,  in  so  far  as  they  relate  to  war,  usually 
consist  in  an  obligation,  assumed  by  one  or  more  states,  to  en- 
force respect  for  the  neutrality  of  a  third  state,  or  to  assure  the 
existence  of  such  a  state  within  certain  territorial  limits.  They 
become  effective  when  the  neutrality  of  the  protected  state  is 
threatened  from  any  quarter,  or  when  the  guaranteed  territory 
is  invaded,  or  menaced  with  invasion.  Subsidiary  treaties  may 
also  exist,  providing  in  detail  for  interference  in  either  of  these 
cases.  If  such  treaties  exist,  they  must  be  strictly  observed 
in  making  good  the  guarantee.* 

The  effect  of  war  upon  treaties  generally  has  already  been 
discussed.* 

The  Laws  of  War 

Character  and  Tendency  of  the  Laws  of  War.  That  de- 
partment of  international  law  which  treats  of  the  manner  in 
which  war  shall  be  carried  on  by  belligerents,  on  land  and  sea, 
is  called  the  Laws  of  War,  These  laws  are  undergoing  con- 
stant modification,  to  adapt  them  to  the  ever-changing  con- 
ditions of  modern  warfare.  The  tendency  of  these  changes  is, 
and  always  has  been,  in  the  direction  of  greater  humanity  and 
liberality.     Harsh  usages  are  modified,  cruel  practices  become 

'  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vi.  §§  78-  of  territorial   and   other   national 

102;   I  Halleck.  pp.  235-237;  II  rights  are  at  most  suspended  dur- 

PhilUmore,  pp.  80-^8 ;  if  Ortolan,  ing  war  and  revive  at  peace,  unless 

pp.  76.  77;  KlUber.  §§148. 149. 157-  they   are  waived   by  the  parties, 

159;  Bluntschli,  $§446-449;  11  Dig.  or  new  and  repugnant  stipulations 

Int.  Law,  §§  148,  i5of.  are  made. — Society,  etc.  vs.  New 

"Sec  the  title  "Termination  of  Haven,  8  Wheaton.  464;  Walker, 

Treaties"  in  the  chapter  entitled  Manual,  $  46;  III  Phillimore,  pp. 

"Treaties  and  Conventions."    Sec  792-811;  I  Halleck,  p. 497;  Wool- 

also  Hall, pp. 382-389.  Thetermina-  scy,  §  160  ;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §275; 

tion  of  a  treaty  by  war  docs  not  Lawrence,   Int.  Law,  §§   166,  167, 

divest  rights  of  property  already  168:   II  pig.  Int.  Law,  $  135;   HI 

vested  under  it.    Treaties  stipulat-  Ibid.  §§  336-337a. 
ing  for  a  permanent  arrangement 
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obsolete,  or  are  abandoned  by  treaty  or  general  consent,  and 
new  methods  are  constantly  suggested  for  diminishing  the  in- 
evitable hardships  of  war.  This  improvement  is  observable  in 
many  directions;  it  is  most  remarkable,  however,  in  the  treat- 
ment of  individuals,  combatant  and  non-combatant,  in  the 
theatre  of  war,  and  in  the  greater  consideration  shown  to  the 
wounded  and  prisoners  of  war.'  There  has  been  the  least 
progress  in  the  rules  relating  to  private  property  on  land  and 
sea.  The  Declaration  of  Paris  restrains  the  states  who  were 
parties  to  it  from  capturing  private  property  at  sea,  except  en- 
emy goods  in  enemy  ships  and  contraband  of  war.  The  prac- 
tice of  privateering  has  declined,  probably  never  to  be  revived. 
In  war  on  land  pillage  is  sternly  forbidden,  but  private  prop- 
erty may  still  be  taken  by  way  of  requisition.  Contributions 
are  still  recognized,  and  certain  kinds  of  property  may  be  capt- 
ured and  destroyed,  or  regarded  as  booty. 

There  are  no  indications,  at  present,  that  belligerents  will 
voluntarily  surrender  any  of  the  rights  which  they  now  ex- 
ercise over  private  property  on  land.  In  the  few  instances  in 
which  such  property  has  been  exempted  from  capture  or  req- 
uisition its  immunity  has  been  due  to  the  fact  that,  in  those 
instances,  rapidity  of  movement  was  an  essential  condition  of 
success,  which  could  not  have  been  attained  had  the  force  em- 
ployed, in  the  particular  undertakings,  been  compelled  to  de- 
pend for  its  subsistence  upon  the  slow  and  uncertain  methods 
of  requisitioning  supplies  from  an  unwilling  or  hostile  popula- 
tion.' The  recommendations  of  the  conferences  at  Brussels 
and  St.  Petersburg  illustrate  these  tendencies.  The  declara- 
tions on  the  subject  of  combatants  and  non**combatants,  the 


« II  FeiKUSon, §  169 ;  III  Phill.  pp. 
77-84 ;  Creasy,  pp.  375.  376 ;  Man- 
ning, pp.  196-20D ;  Woolsey,  §§  130, 
131 ;  Lawrence.  Int.  Law.  §  184. 

'  For  histories  of  the  laws  of  war. 
see  vol.  xzi.  Revue  de  Droit  Inter- 
national. 385.  For  attempts  to 
codify  the  laws  of  war.  see  Dr. 
Lieber's  Instructions  to  Armies  of 


the  United  States.  Appendix  A ;  see 
also  vol.  XXV.  Revue  de  Droit  Inter- 
national, pp.  321-338  ;  xxvi.  Ibid, 
pp.  586-605 ;  VI  Pradier-Foder6.  §§ 
2651.  2652.  For  the  Laws  and 
Usages  of  War  on  Land,  adopted 
by  the  Peace  Conference  at  The 
Hague  on  October  18.  1907,  see 
Appendix  F. 
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treatment  of  wounded  men  and  of  prisoners  of  war,  are  plain 
and  positive  in  character,  and  commend  themselves  to  all  na- 
tions. Those  on  the  subject  of  private  property  are  brief,  ob- 
scure, and  unsatisfactory,  reflecting  but  too  clearly  the  opin- 
ions upon  that  subject  of  those  who  framed  them. 
y^Subjccts  Treated.  The  laws  of  war  have  chiefly  to  do  with 
V^he  following  subjects : 
^  {a.)  The  forces  that  may  be  employed  in  war,  on  land  and 
sea. 

{6,)  The  methods  of  carrying  on  war. 

(c.)  The  instruments  that  may  be  employed  in  war. 

(d.)  The  treatment  of  the  public  and  private  property  of  the 
enemy. 

{e.)  The  treatment  of  non-combatants  in  the  theatre  of  mil- 
itary operations. 

(/.)  The  treatment  of  captured  persons,  or  prisoners  of  war. 

{g.)  Crimes  and  offences  against  the  laws  of  war ;  retalia- 
tion. 

(A.)  The  government  of  occupied  territory. 

(i.)  The  intercourse  of  belligerents  in  war. 

{j\)  The  termination  of  war ;  cartels,  capitulations,and  trea- 
ties of  peace.  j_ 

The  Forces  Employed 

Extent  of  the  Right  to  Use  Force.  International  'law 
recognizes  the  fact  of  war,  and  sanctions  a  resort  to  hostile  meth- 
ods to  obtain  redress  for  an  international  wrong.  It  does  not 
sanction  or  approve  acts  of  indiscriminate  violence,  however, 
nor  the  use  of  force  in  excess  of  the  precise  amount  needed  to 
redress  the  injury,  or  its  continued  use  after  the  legitimate 
purpose  pf  the  war  has  been  accomplished.' 

Status  of  Hostility.  It  has  already  been  seen  that  the  ex- 
istence of  a  state  of  war  makes  each  subject  of  one  belligerent 

1  Lawrence,    Int.   Law,    g    185;  127,  177;  Creasy,  S§  3^5-3^9*  l^i^ 

Woolsey.  §  131 ;    II   Ferguson,  g  ley,  pp.  106,  107.    Instructions  for 

171 ;  I V  Calvo,  §§  2033-204.3 ;  KIU-  Government  of  the  Armies  of  the 

ber,  S  243 ;  Heflter,  f  1 19 ;  Hall,  SS  United  States,  par.  16  (Lieber). 
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the  legal  enemy  of  every  subject  of  the  other.  An  individual 
domiciled  in  a  belligerent  state  becomes  an  enemy,  his  prop- 
erty becomes  enemy  property,  and,  as  an  enemy,  he  ceases  to 
have  a  legal  status  in  the  courts  of  the  hostile  state.  This  is 
a  consequence  of  the  relation  of  the  belligerent  states  to  each 
other.  The  states  are  at  war,  and  so  the  individual  units  who 
compose  them  must  share  the  same  hostile  relation.  This 
gfrad-p  ^f  tnriiY'^"al  hofftility.  .^j:y^":^r^is  leg'^'i  n^t  ftc^v^^y  and 
does  not,  of  itself,  justify  a  subject  of  either  state  in  taking  the 
life  of  an  enemy,  in  making  captures,  or  in  doing  any  act  of 
hostility  whatsoever.  Upon  this  point  the  international  usage 
is  plain.  No  individual  is  permitted  to  commit  any  hostile 
act,  save  in  self-defence,  without  the  positive,  express  authori- 
zation of  his  government.  Whoever  undertakes  an  act  of  hos- 
tility without  such  authorization  does  so  at  his  peril,  and  if 
captured  is  not  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  laws  of  war.' 

Forces  Employed  on  Land.  In  general  war  is  carried  on 
by  the  regular  armed  force  of  each  belligerent  power.  The 
character  of  that  force,  and  its  composition,  are  internal  ques- 
tions, to  be  determined  by  the  municipal  law  of  every  state. 
In  addition  to  its  regular  armed  force  a  state  may  call  into  its 
service,  for  the  period  of  the  war,  or  for  a  shorter  term,  such 
additional  forces  as  it  may  deem  necessary  to  prosecute  the 
war  successfully.  This  force  may  consist  of  conscripts,  of 
volunteers,  or  of  such  militia  or  reserve  forces  as  are,  or  may 
be,  provided  for  by  its  constitution  and  laws.  This  force  must, 
in  general,  be  organized  and  disciplined,  command;^  by  re- 
sponsible officers,  and  should  either  be  uniformed,  or  required 
to  wear  some  distinguishing  mark  or  badge  by  which  its  mem- 
bers may  be  recognized  and  known.' 


'  II  Halleck,  pp.  2-20;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  f  356;  Woolsey,  {{  125- 
127;  III  Phill.  pp.  i5o>i53;  Man- 
ning, pp.  206-209 ;  par.  57  Instruc- 
tions lor  Armies  of  the  United 
States,  etc.  see  Appendix  A. 

■  Vattel.  liv.  iii.  chap.  xv.  §§  223- 
228;  III  PhiUimore,  pp.  150-152; 
Risley,  pp.  108, 109;  Hall,  pp.  394, 


397 ;  Woolsey,  5*25;  Boyd's  Whea- 
ton.  §  356;  KlUber.  §  267;  II  Fer- 
guson, pp.  291-294;  Walker,  Man- 
ual, pp.  134-137;  II  Halleck,  pp.  2- 
6;  Brown  vs,  U.  S.  8  Cranch,  133; 
Talbot  vs.  Jansen,  3  Dallas,  160; 
IV  Calvo,  §§  2044-2064 ;  VI  Pradier- 
Fod6r6,  J§  2721-2732 ;  Lawrence, 
Int.  Law,  1 170;  Art.  I.  Convention 
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Partisans  are  soldiers,  armed,  and  wearing  the  uniform  of 
their  army,  but  belonging  to  a  corps  which  acts  detached  from 
the  main  body,  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  minor  opera- 
tions of  war,  such  as,  the  obtaining  of  information,  the  capt- 
ure of  convoys  and  supply  trains,  and  of  making  inroads  into 
the  territory  occupied  by  the  enemy.  If  captured  they  are 
entitled  to  all  the  privileges  of  prisoners  of  war/ 

A  I^^£  fn  Masse  is  a  general  rising  of  the  population  of  a 
state  to  resist  an  mvader.  Such  risings  usually  take  place 
with  the  consent,  and  by  the  direction,  of  the  government  of 
the  invaded  state,  and  there  may  or  may  not  be  time  for  the 
movement  to  be  organized-and  regulated  by  the  government. 
In  such  cases  the  question  arises :  Are  the  individual  members 
of  such  a  body  entitled,  if  captured,  to  be  treated  as  prisoners 
of  war?  The  weight  of  opinion  is  that  they  are,  so  long  as 
they  observe  the  laws  of  civilized  war  in  conducting  their 
operations.  Two  views  have  been  entertained  upon  this  sub- 
ject. One,  maintained  by  states  having  large  standing  armies, 
and  whose  military  operations  are  more  likely  to  be  offensive 
than  defensive,  holds  that  such  risings  are  unauthorized.  This 
view  is  largely  influenced  by  self-interest.  The  other,  held  by 
states  maintaining  small  military  establishments,  and  so  more 
concerned  with  defensive  than  offensive  operations,  justifies 
them  on  the  grounds  of  necessity  and  self-defence.  The  latter 
view  is  now  held  by  the  greater  number  of  states.  Of  those 
which  maintain  the  former  opinion  the  two  most  important, 
Prussia  and  Russia,  have  each,  at  different  times,  authorized 
such  risings  during  invasions  of  their  territories.* 

of  the  Hague,  1899.    Troops  alone  >  Risley,  p.  no;  par.  81  Instruc- 

carry  on  the  war,  while  the  rest  of  tions  for  United  States  Armies  in 

the  nation  remain  in  peace.    And  the  Field  (G.  O.  100,  A.  G.  O.  186, 

the  necessity  of  a  special  order  to  3);   II  Halleck,  pp.  6,  7  ;  General 

act  is  so  thoroughly  established  Halleck    confounds    '*  partisans " 

that,  even  after  a  declaration  of  and  "guerillas"  under  the  same 

war  between  two  nations,  if  the  designation.    The  true  distinction 

peasants  themselves  commit  any  is  that  stated  in  the  text:   par- 

kostilities,  the  enemy  shows  them  tisans  act  with  the  authorization 

no  mercy,  but  hangs  them  up  as  he  of  their  government ;  guerillas  do 

would  so  many  robbers  or  banditti,  not. 

-^Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  zv.  §{  226, 251 .  *  Prussia  in  1 807,  during  the  Na- 
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Employment  of  Individuals  of  Semi -civilized  Races. 
The  use  of  native  allies  in  operations  against  barbarous  ene- 
mies who  do  not  recognize  the  rules  of  civilized  warfare  is 
determined  by  the  rule  already  stated ;  such  forces  must  be 
organized,  disciplined,  and  uniformed,  and  commanded  by  of- 
ficers who  are  capable  of  enforcing  obedience  to  the  laws 
of  war.  Their  number  bears,  in  general,  but  a  small  propor- 
tion to  the  aggregate  of  forces  employed,  and  they  are  used 
chiefly  as  guides  and  scouts  in  the  conduct  of  minor  mili- 
tary operations/    The  indiscriminate  employment  of  savages. 


poleonic  wars.  Russia  in  1700  and 
again  in  181 2;  on  the  former  occa- 
sion to  resist  Charles  XII.  and  on 
the  latter  to  resist  Napoleon.  See 
also  Risley,  p.  iii;  II  Halleck,  pp. 
7,  8;  Creasy,  pp.  483,  487.  At  the 
Brussels  conference,  in  1874,  a 
proposition  was  submitted  requir- 
mg  such  general  levies  to  conform 
to  certain  conditions,  in  order  to 
secure  for  them  the  protection  of 
the  laws  of  war.  These  conditions 
were: 

"Art.  IX.  I.  That  they  have  at 
their  head  a  person  responsible  for 
bis  subordinates. 

*'2.  That  they  wear  some  dis- 
tinctive badge  recognizable  at  a 
distance. 

"  3.  That  they  carry  arms  open- 
ly; and, 

"4.  That,  in  their  operations, 
they  conform  to  the  laws  and  cus- 
toms of  war.  In  those  countries 
where  the  militia  form  the  whole 
or  a  part  of  the  army  they  shall  be 
included  under  the  denomination 
of  army. 

"Art.  X.  The  population  of  a 
non-^Kcupied  territory,  who,  on  the 
approach  of  the  enemy,  of  their 
own  accord  take  up  arms  to  resist 
the  invading  troops,  without  hav- 
ing; had  time  to  organize  them- 
selves in  conformity  with  Article 
IX.,  ^all  be  considered  as  belliger- 
ents, if  they  respect  the  laws  and 


customs  of  war."  '  See  also  Art.  II. 
Convention  of  The  Hague,  1899, 
which  are,  to  a  great  extent,  based 
upon  the  recommendations  of  the 
Brussels  Conference. 

The  effect  of  these  rules  is  made 
to  depend  upon  the  meaning  at- 
tached to  the  term  "  occupied  terri- 
tory," as  used  in  a  previous  article. 
It  is  defined  in  Article  I.  to  be  "  ter- 
ritory actually  placed  under  the 
authority  of  the  hostile  army."  And 
the  occupation  is  declared  to  ex- 
tend to  those  territories  "  where  this 
authority  is  established  and  can  be 
exercised."**  The  construction  of 
the  term  is  left  to  the  belligerent 
invader,  and.  so  long  as  the  views 
held  upon  the  subject  of  occupa- 
tion are  so  divergent  as  they  are  at 
present,  it  is  quite  likelv  that  the 
rules  of  the  conference,  humane  as 
they  are  in  many  respects,  will  re- 
ceive somewhat  discordant  inter- 
pretations. 

*  Such  are  the  native  forces  em- 
ployed by  Great  Britain  in  India, 
Chma,  Africa,  and  the  West  Indies ; 
a  similar  employment  of  Indian 
scouts  in  operations  against  hostile 
Indians  is  authorized  oy  law  in  the 
United  States.  See  also  Risley,  p. 
126;  II  Walker,  pp.  341-343- 

•"Proceedings  of  Brussels  Confer- 
ence, 1874,"  Articles  IX.  and  X. 
»•  Ibid.  Article  I. 
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whose  operations  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  belligerent  who 
avails  himself  of  their  services,  has  never  been  recognized  by 
international  law.' 

Guerillas.  The  term  guerilla  )&  applied  topersops  wliOfJcUling. 
singly  or  joined  in  bands,  carry  on  operations  in  the  vicinity 
of  an  army  in  the  field  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  war.  They 
wear  no  uniform,  they  act  without  the  orders  of  their  govern- 
ment, and  their  operations  consist  chiefly  in  the  killing  of  picket 
guards  and  sentinels,  in  the  assassination  of  isolated  individ- 
uals or  detachments,  and  in  robbery  and  other  predatory  acts. 
As  they  are  not  controlled  in  their  undertakings  by  the  laws 
of  war,  they  are  not  entitled  to  their  protection.  If  captured, 
they  are  treated  with  great  severity,  the  punishment  in  any 
case  being  proportioned  to  the  offence  committed.  Their 
operations  have  no  effect  upon  the  general  issue  of  the  war, 
and  only  tend  to  aggravate  its  severity.  Life  taken  by  them 
is  uselessly  sacrificed,  and  with  no  corresponding  advantage.' 

Forces  that  may  not  be  Used  in  War.  In  carrying  on 
military  operations  against  a  belligerent,  a  state  may  not  use, 
as  a  part  of  its  armed  force,  any  persons  or  corps  that  are  not, 
or  cannot  be,  subjected  to  military  discipline,  or  who  cannot 
be  restrained  from  committing  acts  of  cruelty  in  violation  of 
the  laws  of  war.  This  restriction  prohibits  the  use  of  bodies 
of  troops  composed  of  individuals  of  savage  or  sefni- civilized 
races,  whose  cruel  instincts  lead  to  the  perpetration  of  all 
sorts  of  barbarities.    A  general  who  finds  the  force  of  his  ene^ 


'  III  PhilIimore»  p.  155.  It  was 
such  employment  which  gave  oc- 
casion for  Lord  Chatham's  censure : 
*'  But  who  is  the  man  that  has 
dared  to  authorize  and  associate 
with  our  arms  the  tomahawk  and 
scalping -knife  of  the  savage?  to 
call  into  civil  alliance  the  wild  and 
inhuman  savage  of  the  woods;  to 
delegate  to  the  merciless  Indian 
the  defence  of  disputed  rights ;  and 
to  wage  the  horrors  of  his  barbarous 
war  a^inst  our  brethren  ?  These 
enormities  cry  aloud  for  redress 


and  punishment,  and,  unless  done 
away  with,  will  leave  a  stain  on 
the  national  honor." — S[>eech  of 
Lord  Chatham,  II  Adolphus,  His- 
tory of  England,  p.  485.  See  also 
IV  Calvo.  SS  2056, 2057 ;  VI  Pradier- 
Fod6re,  f  2727. 

'Walker,  Manual,  pp.  135-138; 
II  Halleck,  pp.  6, 7 ;  III  Phillimore, 
p.  164;  Instructions  for  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Armies  of  the  United 
States,  pars.  82, 84 ;  Risley,  pp.  1 10, 
III.  126;  VI  Pradier-Foder^,  § 
2730. 
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my  composed  of  such  elements  is  justified  in  resorting  to  re- 
taliatory methods  to  compel  its  discontinuance.^ 

Wars  with  Savages.  Civilized  states,  in  carrying  on  neces- 
sary wars  with  barbarous  races,  or  against  nations  which  are 
partly  civilized,  but  who  do  not  understand,  and  so  (ail  to  ob- 
serve, the  laws  of  war,  have  peculiar  duties  and  responsibili- 
ties towards  such  opponents.  Their  irregular  and  barbarous 
usages  should  be  carefully  studied,  and  the  operations  under- 
taken against  them  should  be  so  planned  and  arranged  as  to 
render  it  impossible  for  serious  violation  of  the  rules  of  war 
to  occur.  The  task  is  not  one  of  serious  or  particular  diffi- 
culty. Barbarous  nations  yield  only  to  superior  force  or  su- 
perior cunning.  They  violate  the  rules  of  civilized  warfare 
chiefly  in  their  cruel  treatment  of  wounded  and  unwounded 
prisoners,  and  in  their  tendency  to  indiscriminate  slaughter, 
pillage,  and  destruction  while  passing  through  inhabited  dis- 
tricts. To  remedy  this,  the  forces  employed  against  them 
should  be  of  sufficient  strength  to  accomplish  the  legitimate 
purpose  of  the  war  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  Forces  in- 
ferior in  strength  to  the  enemy  should  never  be  employed. 
Wounded  men  should  not  be  permitted  to  fall  into  their  hands ; 
straggling  should  be  rigidly  prohibited ;  small,  isolated  parties 
should  not  be  employed  beyond  the  lines  of  the  army ;  and  the 
tactical  units  of  the  invading  force,  in  all  marches  and  military 
operations,  should  be  required  to  keep  within  supporting  dis- 
tance of  each  other." 

Forces  Employed  at  Sea.  In  conducting  naval  operations 
and  in  effecting  captures  at  sea,  a  state  makes  use  of  its  pub- 
lic armed  vessels,  manned  by  the  officers  and  men  of  its  regu- 
lar naval  establishment.     Its  naval  force  may  be  increased. 


>  To  this  class  belong  the  Bashi- 
Bazouks,  employed  by  Turkey,  and 
some  of  the  Cossack  mounted  forces 
in  the  service  of  Russia.  See  also 
Risley,  pp.  no,  in;  Bluntschli,  § 
559;  III  Phinimore,p.  164;  Woolsey, 
§133;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  343,  note 
166 :  Creasy,  pp.  429-432 ;  Vl  Pra- 
20 


dier-  Fodere,  §  2727  ;  IV  Calvo, 
2049,  2050,  2056,  2057  ;    Field,  Int. 
Code.  §  739 ;  I  Guelle,  pp.  99-101. 

'Woolsey.  §  143;  III  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §  348a;  Risley,  pp.  125.  126; 
"Civilises  et  Barbares,"  vol.  xvii. ; 
Revue  de  Droit  Int.  pp.  5,447,  539 ; 
xvtii.  Ibid.  pp.  186,  281. 
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both  in  ships  and  men,  by  methods  similar  to  those  resorted 
to  to  increase  its  military  strength.  Unless  it  is  a  signa- 
tory party  to  the  Declaration  of  Paris  of  1856,  it  may  also 
make  use  of  privateers.* 

Privateers  or  maritime  volunteers  are  armed  vessels, 
corfifharicted"  by  private  persons,  who.  receive  a  commission 
from  a  belligerent  government  authorizing  them  to  make 
captures  of  enemy  ships  and  goods  on  the  high  seas.  These 
commissions  are  called  Letters  of  Manjue,  Letters  of  Marque 
and  Reprisal  are  commissions  of  a  somewhat  similar 
character,  which  were  formerly  issued  to  private  persons, 
authorizing  them  to  make  captures  by  way  of  reprisal,  and 
in  satisfaction  for  some  injury  done  them  by  an  offending 
state.  This  practice  is  now  obsolete.  The  practice  of 
privateering  has  been  very  much  restricted  by  the  opera- 
tion of  the  rules  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  which  will  be 
discussed  under  the  head  of  maritime  capture.* 

Conversion  of  Merchant  Vessels  into  Ships-iOf-War.  A 
State  in  augmenting  its  naval  force,  by  the  acquisition  of 
ships  by  purchase  or  charter  at  the  outbreak  of  war,  or  by 
the  conversion  of  a  portion  of  its  merchant  marine  into 
public  armed  vessels,  finds  it  more  difficult  to  add  to  its 
war-fleet  than  to  increase  its  land  forces,  which  are  habit- 
ally  recruited  within  its  own  territory.  Where  the  con- 
struction of  war-ships,  or  the  conversion  of  merchant  ves- 
sels takes  place  in  its  own  ports  or  territorial  waters,  or 
those  of  an  ally,  no  embarrassments  are  likely  to  ensue, 
as  such  undertakings  are  in  every  respect  legitimate. 

In  former  times,  when  ships-of-war  were  propelled  by 
sails,  and  in  the  early  days  of  steam-navigation,    prizes 


»Risley,  pp.    111-113;   II  Hal-      533-536;   II  Twiss.  pp.  374-424; 
leek,  pp.  9-20;  Boyd's  Wheaton,      Manning,  pp.  156.  157;  Hall,  pp. 


357-358a;    Woolsey.    §§   127- ,  525,    526;   Creasy,  pp.    557,   558; 

129;  III  Phillimore,  pp.  533-536;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  358.  note  173; 

Manning,   pp.    156-158;   Hall,    §§  II  Halleck,  pp.  12-16;  Risley,  pp. 

180-183;   Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §§  112,  113;  Moore,  Dig.  of  Int.  Law, 

223,  224.  vol.  VII.  pp.  535-546;  Taylor,  Int. 

'Ill  PhUliinore,  pp.   150,   151,  Law,  p.  438;  Oppenheim,  II.  92. 
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were  not  infrequently  converted  into  ships-of-war  on  the 
high  seas  by  the  mere  transfer  of  a  crew  with  an  appropiate 
armament.  With  the  advent  of  nKxiem  high  -  speed 
cruisers,  however,  this  practice  has  fallen  into  disuse,  and 
there  is  now  no  unanimity  of  opinion  as  to  the  right  to 
convert  a  merchant  ship  into  a  vessel-of-war  on  the  high 
seas.  At  the  Second  Peace  Conference  it  was  found  im- 
possible for  the  delegates  to  reach  an  agreement  upon 
this  point,  and  the  rules  adopted  concede  the  impossibility 
of  agreement  in  that  regard. 

The  rules  as  adopted  by  the  Conference  require  a  mer- 
chant ship  which  is  converted  into  a  vessel-of-war  to  be 
placed  tmder  the  direct  authority  and  control  of  the  bellig- 
erent whose  flag  it  flies.  Such  converted  vessels  must 
bear  the  external  marks  and  insignia  of  ships-of-war,  must 
be  commanded  by  regularly  commissioned  naval  officers 
of  the  State  to  which  they  belong,  their  conversion  must 
be  publicly  announced  in  official  shipping  lists,  and  they 
must  observe  the  laws  and  customs  of  war  in  any  of  the 
maritime  operations  in  which  they  take  part.*  The  conven- 
tion is  silent  as  to  the  treatment  of  ships  adapted,  in  part, 
to  war-like  uses  at  the  time  of  their  original  construction. 

Metoods  op  Carrying  on  War 

General  Restrictions.  With  the  strategicg^l  and  tactical 
methods  resorted  to  by  trained  and  4isciplined  armies 
in  their  operations  against  each  other,  international  law 
has  but  little  to  do.  Such  operations  must  be  carried 
on  in  accordance  with  the  principle  that  no  forcible 
measures  against  an  enemy  which  involve  the  loss  of 
human  life  are  justifiable  which  do  not  bear  directly 
upon  the  object  of  which  the  war  is  undertaken,  and 
which  do  not  materially  contribute  to  bring  it  to  an 
end.     International  public  opinion  severely  judges  useless 

*  For  text  of  convention,  see  Appendix  F,  Convention  No.  7. 
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and  unnecessary  operations,  and  sharply  criticises  mistakes  and 
blunders  which  might  have  been  avoided  by  a  reasonable  ex- 
ercise of  foresight  and  skill,  and  fixes  the  responsibility  of 
error,  in  just  proportions,  upon  the  governments  which  author- 
ize such  measures  and  the  generals  who  execute  them.' 

Rule' of  Good  Faith;  Use  of  Deceit  No  measures  can  be 
resorted  to  against  an  enemy  in  war  which  involve  a  breach  of 
good  faith.  An  attack  cannot  be  condemned,  or  complained 
of,  because  it  partakes  of  the  character  of  a  surprise,  because 
it  is  the  duty  of  a  belligerent  to  exercise  such  due  vigilance  as 
will  render  such  measures  abortive.  Deceit,  in  the  form  of 
circulating  false  information  in  order  that  it  may  fall  into  the 
hands  of  the  enemy,  is  justifiable,  because  it  is  the  enemy's 
duty  to  weigh  carefully  the  sources  from  which  he  receives 
intelligence.  The  services  of  traitors  and  deserters  may  be  ac- 
cepted, and  the  employment  of  spies  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining information  is  legitimate,  but  no  person  can  be  com- 
pelled to  act  as  a  spy.  The  poisoning  of  wells  and  springs  is 
prohibited,  as  it  ever  has  been  since  the  laws  of  war  came  into 
existence.  The  food  and  water  supply  of  a  besieged  place  may 
be  shut  off,  however,  with  a  view  to  hasten  its  surrender.' 

Use  of  the  Enemy's  Uniform  and  Flag.  It  is  forbidden  in 
war  on  land  to  make  use  of  the  enemy's  flag  for  purposes  of 
deceit.  It  is  also  forbidden  to  use  the  enemy's  uniform  ex- 
cept with  some  distinguishing  mark,  sufficiently  striking  in 
character  to  attract  attention  at  a  distance.  On  the  sea  the 
national  flag  of  a  public  armed  vessel  must  be  displayed  be- 
fore an  engagement  begins,  or  a  capture  is  made.  These  rules 
are  based  on  the  fact  that  flags  and  uniforms  are  used  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  national  character  of  troops  in  the 


'  Woolscy, S§  131. 133;  II  Halleck, 
pp.  20-22;  Kisley,pp.  106, 107;  Man- 
ning, pp.  208,  209;  Vl  Pradicr-Fo- 
d6r?.  §1  2742,  2743 ;  I  Guellc,  pp. 
91-94;  vol.  ii.  Revue  de  Droit  in- 
ternational, pp.  643;  ill.  Ibid.  288; 
iv.  Ibid.  I,  381;  V.  Ibid.  321,  366; 
Art.  23  Convention  of  the  Hague, 
1899. 


*  II  Halleck,  p.  25;  Woolsey,  S 
133;  Risley,  pp.  1 19-121 ;  IV  Calvo. 
§§  2106-21 22;  VI  Pradier-Fod6r6. 
S$  2747-2753;  Hall.  §S  18S-188; 
Bluntscbli,  §S  557-565;  I  Guille. 
pp.  101-109;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap, 
viii.  §S  155-158;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
»  347-349- 
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field.  A  violation  of  these  rules  indicates  a  want  of  good 
faith,  a  quality  equally  obligatory  in  peace  and  war.' 

Giving  and  Receiving  Quarter,  and  Treatment  of  Individ- 
uals of  the  Enemy;  Forbidden  Practices.  A  belligerent 
cannot  refuse  to  give  quarter,  nor  can  he  announce  his  inten- 
tion to  give  no  quarter,  except  in  case  of  some  conduct  of  the 
enemy  in  gross  violation  of  the  laws  of  war,  and  then  only  in 
the  way  of  retaliation  for  similar  acts.  The  practice  o(  firing 
upon  outposts,  picket  -  guards,  and  sentinels,  except  for  the 
purpose  of  driving  them  in  during  a  reconnoissance,  or  as  a 
preliminary  to  a  general  advance,  is  strictly  forbidden.  These 
individuals  of  the  enemy  are  particularly  helpless.  They  take 
no  part  in  operations  of  an  aggressive  character,  and  are  always 
ordered  not  to  attack.  They  are  to  resist  only  when  them- 
selves attacked,  and  yield  ground  only  to  a  superior  force  of 
the  enemy.* 

The  rules  of  war  forbid  the  robbery  of  individuals  of  the  en- 
emy who  fall  into  the  hands  of  a  belligerent.  Their  clothing 
and  private  property  c^rp  as  secure  from  violent  appropriation 
as  are  those  of  non-combatant  citizens ;  arms  and  articles  of 
public  property  in  their  possession  become  the  property  of 
the  captor's  government — never  the  private  property  of  an  in- 
dividual. The  wounding  of  prisoners,  or  the  infliction  of  ad- 
ditional injuries  upon  those  already  wounded  and  helpless,  is 
discountenanced  upon  pain  of  death,  as  offensive  alike  to  hu- 
manity and  the  rules  of  civilized  warfare.  The  power  of  these 
persons  to  do  harm  has  been  destroyed  by  the  fact  of  wound- 
ing, or  capture,  and  their  helpless  and  distressing  condition 
entitles  them  to  the  most  considerate  treatment.  A  similar 
reason  forbids  the  use  of  forcible  measures  against  prisoners 


'  II  Halleck,  pp.  25-29;  Risley, 
pp.  119-121;  Art.  7  Brussels  Con- 
ference; I  Guelle,  pp.  102-106; 
Hall.  S  187;  VI  Pradier-Fod6r6.  S 
2760;  Articles  22  and  23  Conven- 
tion of  the  Hague,  1899;  but  see 
Bluntschli,  f  565,  who,  possibly, 
confuses  the  use  of  false  colors  at 
sea  with  their  use  on  land. 


■  II  Halleck,  pp.  72-75;  Arts.  12 
and  13  Brussels  Conference ;  Risley, 
pp.  124-127;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap, 
viii.  i  140 ;  Art.  23  Convention  of  the 
Hague,  1899;  111  Phillimore,  f  95; 
Paragraphs  60-64,  American  In- 
structions; IVCalvo,$2i43;  Field, 
Int.  Code,  pp.  496^  497 ;  Creasy,  pp. 
442-452;  Bluntschli,  SS  580-584. 


298  THE   ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 

with  a  view  to  extort  from  them  information  as  to  the  force, 
positions,  or  intentions  of  the  enemy.* 

Instruments  that  may  be  Employed 

Instruments  of  War.  In  no  department  of  human  en- 
deavor has  greater  ingenuity  been  displayed,  in  recent  times, 
than  in  the  invention  and  improvement  of  arms,  projectiles, 
and  other  instruments  of  war.  Their  destructive  power  has 
kept  pace  with  the  increase  in  their  range  and  efficiency,  and 
with  the  rapidity  with  which  their  fire  can  be  delivered.  Th^ 
result  has  been  to  make  war  so  destructive  as  to  shorten  its 
duration,  and  so  to  materially  diminish  the  losses  incurred  in 
proportion  to  the  forces  engaged  on  either  side.' 

It  is  not  an  objection  to  a  weapon  or  projectile  that  it  is 
merely  destructive.  All  instruments  of  war  have  that  char- 
acter, some  of  them  to  a  remarkable  degree.  That  one  weap- 
on or  projectile  is  more  destructive  than  another  simply  means 
that  the  belligerent  adopting  it  has,  to  the  extent  of  its  supe- 
rior destructive  power,  a  legitimate  advantage  over  his  adver- 
sary. The  decision  as  to  whether  a  particular  instrument  may, 
or  may  not,  be  employed  in  war  will  depend  upon  the  woUnd 
or  injury  caused  by  its  use.  If  the  wound  produced  by  it 
causes  unnecessary  suffering,  or  needless  injury,  it  is  to  be  re- 
jected, otherwise  not.  This  rule  is  applicable  to  all  instru- 
ments of  whatever  chs^racter,  whether  weapons  or  projectiles, 
which  may  be  used  in  war.  The  application  of  this  rule  for- 
bids the  use  of  cutting  or  thrusting  weapons  which  have  been 
poisoned,  or  which  are  so  constructed  as  to  inflict  a  merely 
painful  wound.  To  this  class  belong  arrows  with  easily  de- 
tached heads,  etc.  The  recommendations  of  the  St.  Peters- 
burg Conference  upon  the  subject  of  explosive  projectiles,  for- 

*  Rislcy.  p.  130;    II  Halleck.  pp.  •  Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  404.  405; 

22.73,74;    Manning,  pp.  210,  211;  Risley,  pp.  113-115;   11   Halleck, 

Woolsey,§S  131-134;  Walker.  Man-  pp.  20. 22;  Woolsey, §  133;  II  Orto- 

ual.  pp.  139,  140;    III  Phillimore.  Ian,  pp.  33,34;  VI  Pradicr-Fod6re, 

pp.  155-157,  162,  163;   Lawrence,  S8  2754-2757;  I  Guelle,  pp.  91-101 ; 

Int.  Law,  f  186;  I  Guelle,  pp.  197,  Lawrence, Int.  Law,  §{  225-228;  IV 

198;  IV  Calvo,  S§  2134,  2135.  Calvo,S2098;  Bluntscbli,SS557-56a 
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bidding  the  use  of  projectiles  weighing  less  than  four  hun- 
dred grammes  (twelve  ounces  avoirdupois),  has  received 
the  general  sanction  of  civilized  nations.  The  adoption 
of  this  rule  renders  unlawful  the  use  of  explosive  bullets  in 
small-arms.*  The  Declaration  of  the  Hague  Conference  of 
1899  extends  this  interdiction  to  include'  ** bullets  which 
expand  or  flatten  easily  in  the  human  body." 

The  use  of  hot  shot,  and  of  chain  and  bar  shot,  has  been 
regarded  as  questionable  by  some  authors,  apparently  be- 
cause their  use  was  not  fully  understood.  Hot  shot  were 
used  in  engagements  between  forts  and  wooden  ships 
with  a  view  to  set  fire  to  the  latter.  Chain-shot  and  bar- 
shot  were  used  in  naval  engagements  for  the  purpose 
of  cutting  away  standing  rigging  and  spars.  For  these 
objects  their  continued  use  would  be  lawful.' 

Balloons.  The  employment  of  balloons  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  information  as  to  the  movements  of  an  enemy, 
or  as  a  means  of  communication  with  a  besieged  place,  is 
now  fully  authorized  by  the  laws  of  war.  Officers  and 
others  employed  in  their  management  are  placed  upon  pre- 
cisely the  same  footing  as  persons  engaged  in  reconnaissance 
duty,  and  are  entitled  to  the  same  consideration;  if  cap- 
ttired  they  cannot  be  regarded  as  spies,  but  must  be  treated 
as  prisoners  of  war.^  In  one  of  the  declarations  adopted 
by  the  First  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague,  the  latmch- 
ing  of  projectiles  or  explosives  from  balloons  was  prohib- 
ited for  a  period  of  five  years.  This  prohibition,  which 
expired  by  its  own  limitation  on  July  29,  1904,  was  re- 
newed by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  for  a  period  ex- 
tending to  the  close  of  the  Third  Peace  Conference.* 

Calvo,   2098;   VI  Pradier-Fod^r6, 
§§  2754-2757. 

*  Risley,  p.  123;  Snow,  p.  91; 
Hall.  pp.  538,  539;  Art.  29  Hague 
Conference,  Pari.  Papers,  187 1, 
Ixxii.;  Ill  Phill.  p.  164;  VI  Calvo, 
§§  2096,  2097;  1  Quelle,  op.  134, 
135;  VI  Pradier-Pod6r^,  %  2766. 


*  Appendix  D;  IH  Phillimore, 
pp.  160-162;  I  Quelle,  pp,  94-96. 

'  For  text  of  this  Declaration, 
see  Appendix  E;  IV  Calvo,  §§ 
2100— 2102. 

■Ill    Phillimore,   pp.    153-155; 


PI 
Woolsey,  g  13 j;  Ridey,  pp.  113- 
115;  II  Halleck,  pp.  20-29;  Hen- 
ter,  §  i2j;  Kluber,  §  244;  I  Quelle, 
p.  95;  II  Ortolan,  pp.  30-34;  IV 


is; 

•  For  text  of  declaration,  see  Ap- 
pendix £. 
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Mines  and  Torpedoes.  Torpedoes  and  submarine  mines, 
as  instruments  of  both  offensive  and  defensive  warfare, 
have  come  into  general  use  within  the  last  twenty-five 
years.  That  their  use  has  received  general  sanction  is 
shown  by  the  energetic  measures  which  have  been  taken 
by  most  modem  states  to  equip  their  navies  with  them, 
and  to  adopt  them  as  an  important  auxiliary  in  their 
systems  of  coast  defence.  As  new  forms  are  devised,  and 
new  methods  of  applying  them  are  invented,  correspond- 
ing means  of  counteracting  their  effects  will  be  discovered, 
with  the  result,  it  is  hoped,  of  restricting  within  the  nar- 
rowest limits  their  terribly  destructive  effects.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  their  offensive  use  should  prove  to  be  cap- 
able of  indefinite  development,  and  if  the  coasts  and  har- 
bors of  a  state  be  so  skilfully  defended  with  torpedoes  and 
submarine  mines  as  to  make  it  practically  impossible  for 
hostile  fleets  to  approach,  then  the  object  of  the  state  in 
defending  its  ports  will  have  been  completely  attained, 
in  securing  to  the  inhabitants  of  its  sea-coast  towns  a  prac- 
tical immunity  from  hostile  attack. | 

Reasonable  restrictions  upon  the  use  of  floating  mines 
and  of  anchored  submarine  mines  which  have  broken  loose 
from  their  moorings,  due  to  the  action  of  currents  and 
tides,  were  adopted  by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at 
The  Hague  in  1907.  The  conventional  prohibition  ex- 
tended to  the  exclusive  use  of  submarine  mines  in  the  es- 
tablishment of  a  blockade,  and  to  mobile  torpedoes  which 
have  failed  of  this  target.' 

Torpedoes  and  Mines  in  Land  Operations.  The  use  of 
mines  and  countermines  in  the  attack  and  defence  of  places 
is  coeval,  in  its  origin,  with  the  science  of  modem  fortifica- 
tion, and  has  always  been  regarded  as  a  legitimate  method 
of  injuring  the  enemy.  The  practice  of  planting  small 
mines  or  torpedoes  to  obstruct  the  advance  of  an  enemy 

*  Woolsey,  p.  221,  note;  VI  Pra-         '  For  text  of  Convention,  see  Ap- 
dier-Fod^rl,  §  2757;  United  States     pendix  F,  Convention  No.  8. 
Foreign  Relations,  pp.   475,  476; 
JV  Calvo,  I  2098, 
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along  main  roads  or  avenues  of  communication,  although 
infrequently  resorted  to,  would  seem  to  rest  on  the  same 
grounds  as  the  more  extensive  practice  of  mining  and  counter- 
mining. Upon  the  few  occasions  in  which  it  has  been  resorted 
to,  it  has  encountered  such  serious  opposition  as  to  prevent 
its  coming  into  general  use  in  military  operations  on  land.^ 

Effect  of  Modern  Inventions  and  of  Improved  Methods 
of  Attack  and  Defence.  The  discovery  of  new  methods  of 
attack  and  defence,  and  the  improvements  which  have  been 
made  in  the  range  and  efficiency  of  artillery  and  small- 
arms  since  the  middle  of  this  century,  have  served  to  mark 
an  epoch  in  the  history  of  modem  war.  Standing  armies 
and  navies  are  now  maintained  at  a  point  in  numbers,  train- 
ing, and  efficiency  never  before  reached,  or  even  attempted, 
and  at  an  expense  which  absorbs  no  inconsiderable  portion 
of  the  revenues  of  most  modem  states.  These  causes  com- 
bined have  so  increased  the  cost  and  destructiveness  of  war 
as  to  render  its  occurrence  less  frequent  and  to  materially 
shorten  its  duration.' 

The  Attack  of  Places.  In  the  attack  of  places  a  distinc- 
tion is  made  between  forts  or  fortified  places  and  what  are 
called  open  or  undefended  towns.  The  latter,  if  they  offer  no 
resistance,  cannot  be  attacked.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  the  first 
duty  of  the  commanding  general  of  the  force  occupying  them 
to  prevent  pillage  and  to  insure  public  order  and  the  protection 


*  During   the    Peninsular   Cam- 

gaign  of  1862  it  was  proposed  by 
reneral  Rains,  who  commanded 
the  rear-guard  of  Longstreet's 
corps  on  its  withdrawal  from  York- 
town,  to  plant  a  number  of  explo- 
sive shells  in  the  road  along  which 
the  Army  of  the  Potomac  was  ex- 
pected to  advance.  General  Long- 
street,  when  made  aware  of  the 
nature  of  the  proposition,  forbade 
its  being  carried  into  effect  on  the 
ground  that  he  did  not  "  recognize 
it  as  a  proper  or  efl^ctive  method 
of  war.  The  case  was  carried  to 
the  Confederate  Secretary  of  War, 
who  decided  it — not  upon  its  mer- 


its, as  a  legitimate  operation  of  war 
— but  upon  the  ground  that,  where 
two  generals  differed  in  opinion  in 
respect  to  the  propriety  of  a  par- 
ticular operation,  the  junior  should 
give  way  to  the  senior,  or,  if  that 
course  seemed  preferable,  he 
should  seek  an  assignment  to  duty 
in  connection  with  river  and  har- 
bor  defences,  "where  such  things 
are  clearly  admissible.*' — Vol.  xi., 
ser.  i..  Official  Records  of  the  Union 
and  Confederate  Armies,  pp.  509- 
511,  516,  517. 
» VI  Calvo,  g  ao66;  II  Ortolan, 

PP-  30-34. 
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of  private  property.  Fortified  places  may  be  taken  by  open 
assault,  or  may  be  reduced  by  regular  siege  operations.  If  an 
open  assault  be  attempted,  no  notice  is  given,  as  surprise  in 
such  an  operation  is  an  essential  condition  of  success.  The 
very  fact  of  war  is  a  sufficient  notice  to  the  non-combatant  in- 
habitants of  such  places  that  an  attack  is  at  least  a  probable 
contingency.  If  they  continue  their  residence  it  is  presumed 
that  they  do  so  with  full  knowledge  that  the  place  may  be- 
come the  centre  of  active  military  operations. 

It  should  be  remembered  in  this  connection,  however,  that 
peace  is  the  normal  state  of  mankind,  and  that  other  than 
military  conditions  now  prevail  in  the  location,  growth,  and 
development  of  cities  and  towns.  This  fact  must  be  recog- 
nized by  belligerent  states,  and  by  their  generals  commanding 
in  the  field.  There  is  scarcely  a  fortified  place  now  in  exist- 
ence which  does  not  contain  a  large  contingent  of  non-com- 
batant population,  composed,  in  great  part,  of  persons  whose 
circumstances  are  such  as  not  to  permit  them  to  change  their 
residence  at  will. 

This  fact  is  now  considered,  in  the  fortification  of  important 
centres,  by  placing  the  defensive  works  beyond  the  range  of 
siege  artillery.  The  claims  of  these  defenceless  persons  should 
constantly  be  borne  in  mind  by  all  those  who  have  to  do  with 
siege  operations,  the  duty  of  consideration  falling  with  equal 
force  upon  besiegers  and  besieged.  No  measures  directed 
against  a  besieged  place  are  justifiable  which  are  calculated  to 
increase,  unnecessarily,  the  hardships  of  their  already  distress- 
ing condition.  The  improved  methods  of  conducting  siege 
operations  make  it  possible  to  neutralize  fortified  places  by 
close  investment,  and  to  reduce  them  by  restricting  the  attack 
to  the  defensive  works  alone.  Commanding  officers  of  such 
places  are  not  justified  in  persisting  in  the  defence  when  the 
burden  of  such  defence  begins  to  bear  with  deadly  effect  upon 
their  non-combatant  population.' 

'  Risley.  pp.  1 16-1 18 ;  II  Halleck,     pp.  872. 883, 889 ;  IV  Calvo,  §§  2067- 

Sp.  90H-93;  Woolsey,  §  138;  Foreign     2097;  VI  Praaier-Fod6re,  §§  2779- 
Lelations  of  United  States,  1879,     2786;  I  Quelle,  pp.  109-122. 
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Duty  of  a  Commanding  Officer  of  a  Besieged  Place  in 
the  Matter  of  Surrender.  The  questions  of  defence  in  the 
case  of  a  garrisoned  fort  and  a  fortified  town  are  by  no  means 
the  same.  Duty  may  require  a  commander  in  the  former  case 
to  resist  to  the  last ;  in  the  latter  considerations  of  humanity 
enter  into  the  problem  of  defence,  and  great  weight  must  be 
attached  to  them  when  the  question  of  surrender  is  presented 
to  him  for  decision. 

In  former  times  there  were  instances  in  which  the  com- 
manding officer  of  a  besieged  place  incurred  some  penalty  by 
protracting  his  defence  beyond  the  time  when  such  defence 
could  be  maintained  with  any  reasonable  chance  of  success. 
This  is  no  longer  the  case.  The  defence  of  a  place  is  a  ques- 
tion over  which  a  besieger  has  no  control.  The  commanding 
officer  of  the  besieged  place  may  therefore  protract  his  defence 
so  long  as  any  military  advantage  accrues  to  his  own  govern- 
ment by  so  doing.  When  no  such  considerations  are  involved, 
however,  and  the  question  of  defence  is  limited  to  the  place 
itself,  a  commander  is  justified  in  continuing  it  so  long  as 
any  hope  of  success  remains.  When,  in  his  opinion,  it  c^n 
no  longer  be  hopefully  maintained,  any  further  sacrifice  of 
life  is  unwarranted,  and  it  becomes  his  duty  to  surrender.  But 
this  is  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  his  country  and  to  the  men 
under  his  command,  and  not  to  the  enemy.  If  his  force  is 
sufficient  to  justify  him  in  such  an  undertaking,  it  is  proper 
for  him  to  make  the  attempt  to  cut  his  way  out.  Whenever 
he  surrenders  he  is  entitled  to  demand,  for  himself  and  for 
his  command,  the  rights  of  prisoners  of  war,  and  his  enemy 
is  not  justified  in  refusing  to  grant  him  such  rights,  still  less 
in  threatening  to  deny  quarter  to  himself  or  his  garrison.  On 
the  other  hand,  should  he  blindly  refuse  to  surrender  when 
defence  is  no  longer  possible,  and  so  compel  his  enemy  to 
take  the  place  by  assault,  he  cannot  complain  of  any  loss 
of  life  that  may  legitimately  ensue,  nor  can  he  expect  his 
antagonist,  in  the  heat  of  an  attack,  to  recognize  his  tender 
of  surrender  when  the  time  for  such  tender  has  passed  away.' 

'  Risley,  pp.  124,  125;  II  Halleck,  pp.  90,  91 ;  IV  Calvo,  §  2138 ;  Snow, 
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Devastation.  The  practice  of  laying  waste  a  portion  of 
the  territory  of  the  enemy,  as  a  measure  of  military  neces- 
sity, is,  at  present,  happily  less  frequent  than  was  formerly 
the  case.  It  was  resorted  to  upon  at  least  two  occasions, 
however,  during  the  American  civil  war,  once  by  General 
Sherman,  during  his  march  from  Atlanta  to  Savannah,  and, 
subsequently,  during  his  northward  march  through  the  Caro- 
linas,  and  again  by  General  Sheridan  in  the  Shenandoah  Val- 
ley during  the  autumn  of  the  year  1864.  The  rule  in  re- 
spect to  the  devastation  of  the  territory  of  the  enemy,  is 
deduced  from  the  general  principle  of  international  law,  that, 
in  time  of  war,  a  state  may  resort  to  such  measures,  involv- 
ing the  use  of  force,  as  are  necessary  to  secure  the  objects 
for  which  the  war  was  undertaken.' 

'*  The  same  general  rule,  which  determines  how  far  it  is 
lawful  to  destroy  the  persons  of  enemies,  will  serve  as  a 
guide  in  judging  how  far  it  is  lawful  to  ravage  or  lay  waste 
their  country.  If  this  be  necessary,  in  order  to  accomplish 
the  just  ends  of  war,  it  may  be  lawfully  done,  but  not  other- 
wise.' Thus,  if  the  progress  of  the  enemy  cannot  be  stopped, 
nor  our  own  frontier  secured ;  or  if  the  approaches  to  a  town, 
intended  to  be  attacked,  cannot  be  made  without  laying  waste 
the  intermediate  territory,  the  extreme  case  may  justify  a  re- 
sort to  measures  not  warranted  by  the  ordinary  purposes  of 
war."*  Devastation  is  therefore  justified:  (i.)  When  dictated 
by  nlilitary  necessity,  as  when  property  is  destroyed  in  battle 

PP- 94.  95-  The  Duke  of  Welling-  531,532;  Par.  14-17  Instructions 
ton,  in  a  despatch  to  Mr.  Canning  for  the  Government  of  the  Arnoies 
bearing  date  of  February  3,  1820,  of  the  United  States  in  the  Field 
maintained  the  view  that  the  gar-  (G.  0. 100,  A.G.O.  1863);  II  Twiss. 
rison  of  a  besieged  place  that  re-  int.  chap.  pp.  xl.  xli.  125.  126;  Vat- 
fused  to  surrender  could  be  put  to  tel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  ix.  §§  161-63;  V'l 
the  sword.  It  is  to  be  said  to  his  Pradier-Fodere,  §§  2770-2774;  IV 
credit,  however,  that  he  never  ap-  Calvo,  §§  221 5-2217. 
plied  the  rule  in  practice. — Well-  'Boyd's  Wheaton,  §§  347-35ia; 
ington  Despatches,  vol.  i.  p.  80,  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  ix.§§  161 -166 ; 
cited  by  Creasy,  p.  452.  See  also  Creasy,  §§  503-505 ;  Field,  Int.  Code, 
Creasy,  pp.  449-452;  I  Quelle,  pp.  p.  536;  Hall, pp.  432,  541 :  II  Orto- 
109-122;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  viii.  Ian,  pp.  35-50;  IV  Calvo,  §§  2215- 
{  143;  VI  Pradier-Fod6r6,  §  2784.  2219. 
>  Risley,  pp.  1 1 5, 1 16 ;  Creasy,  pp.        ■  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  347. 
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by  the  fire  of  artillery,  or  by  the  movement  of  troops ;  or  whei 
the  vicinity  of  a  besieged  place  is  cleared  of  houses,  crops,  for 
ests,  and  the  like,  in  order  to  facilitate  siege  operations ;  or 
when  villages  or  detached  buildings  are  fired  to  cover  the  re- 
treat of  an  army,  or  when  bridges  are  destroyed,  or  canals 
diverted  from  their  course  in  order  to  prevent  pursuit.  (2.) 
Where  a  portion  of  territory  is  laid  waste  by  way  of  retaliation, 
or,  in  an  extreme  case,  to  prevent  an  incursion  of  the  enemy,  or 
to  deprive  him  of  food  and  forage  necessary  for  the  support  of 
hiis  armies.'  "  Destruction,  on  the  other  hand,  is  always  ille- 
gitimate when  no  military  end  is  served,  as  in  the  case  when 
churches  or  public  buildings,  not  militarily  used,  and  so  situ- 
ated or  marked  that  they  can  be  distinguished,  are  subjected 
to  bombardment  in  common  with  the  houses  of  a  besieged 
town." "  When  devastation  is  occasioned  by  pillage,  or  by 
the  wanton  destruction  of  houses,  crops,  and  trees  by  troops 
wanting  in  discipline,  it  becomes  an  offence  against  the  laws 
of  war,  and  its  discontinuance  may  be  compelled  by  measures 
of  retaliation.' 

Usages  of  War  at  Sea.  The  usages  of  war  at  sea  are  the 
same  in  substance  as  those  on  land,  although,  from  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  they  are  much  simpler  of  application.  The 
same  rules  apply  as  to  giving  and  receiving  quarter,  and  as  to 
the  treatment  of  wounded  and  unwounded  prisoners  of  war. 
The  crews  of  captured  merchant  vessels  of  the  enemy  are  made 
prisoners  of  war.  When  neutral  vessels  are  seized  for  carry- 
ing contraband,  or  for  attempting  to  violate  a  blockade,  their 
crews,  not  being  belligerents,  are  not  subject  to  detention 
as  prisoners  of  war,  unless  by  their  conduct  they  render  such 
restraint  necessary.    As  to  the  use  of  false  colors  in  maritime 

>  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  iz.  §§  142,  '  Hall.  p.  533. 

166,  167;  De  Martens,  Precis,  liv.  "II  Halleck.pp.  117-119;  Vattel. 

viii.  chap.  iv.  §f  279-283 ;  Kltiber.  liv.  iii.  chap.  ix.§|  167, 168;  Hall,  pp. 

Si   262-265;    Hall.  pp.   53I-S34;  531-535;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §§347- 

*ar,  15  Instructions  for  Armies  of  351a;  II  Twiss,  pp.  124,  125;  Ris- 

the  United  States,  etc. ;  II  Twiss.  ley,  pp.  115-118;  Creasy,  pp.  53'- 

pp.  125.  126;  Boyd's  Wheaton.  §§  534;  Articles  22  and  23  Hague  Con- 


1^. 


7,  351a;  IV  Calvo,  §§  22 1 5-2219;     vention  of  1899. 
al],SiS6. 
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warfare,  the  practice  is  that  a  flag  other  than  that  of  the  ship's 
nationality  may  be  used  for  purposes  of  pursuit  or  eftcape ;  all 
acts  of  hostility,  however,  must  take  place  under  the  proper 
national  flag ;  the  rule  being  that  a  vessel  cannot  attack  an- 
other, at  sea,  before  having  made  known  its  own  nationality, 
and  having  put  the  vessel  which  it  encounters  in  a  position  to 
declare  its  nationality  also.' 


1*HE  Public  and  Private  Property  of  the  Enemy 

Treatment  of  Property  on  Land.  The  property  of  an  en- 
emy on  land  may  be  classified  inlo  public  z,nA  private.  Public 
property  is  again  classified  into — i.  Property  of  a  military 
cKaracfer,'  or  susceptible  of  appropriation  to  military  Use.  To 
this  class  belong  forts,  arsenals,  dockyards,  magazines,  and 
military  stores  of  all  kinds.  2.  Money  and  movables  of  all 
kinds  belonging  to  the  belligerent  governnieiit  as  proprietor. 
3.  Property  essentially  civil,  or  non-military  In  character,  and 
:ised  for  religious,  charitable,  scientific,  or  educational  pur- 
poses. The  two  former  may  be  captured  and  destroyed,  or 
converted  to  the  military  use  of  the  enemy.  The  latter  is  now 
exempt  from  seizure,  and  should  be  protected  by  a  belligerent 
if  situated  in,  or  near,  the  theatre  of  active  operations.' 


'  Pistojrc  et  Duverdy,  Trait6  des 
Prises,  tit  i.  chap.  i.  The  ancient 
rule  of  maritime  law  was  that  the 
affirming  gun  could  only  be  fired 
under  the  true  national  flag.— Valin, 
Traite  des  Prises^  chap.  ii.  §  i*  par. 
9 ;  cited  bv  Halleck.  vol.  ii.  pp.  25, 
29.  Ortolan  says  that  the  affirm- 
infjr  gun  may  be  fired  under  false 
colors,  but  tnat  all  acts  of  hostility 
must  take  place  under  the  proper 
national  fl^. — II  Ortolan,  liv.  iii. 
chap.  i.  See  also  Mass6,  Droit 
Commercial,  tome  i.  §  307 ;  Haute- 
feuille,  Droit  des  Nations  Neutres, 
tome  iv.  p.  8 ;  Snow,  p.  96.  Para- 
graph 273  United  States  Navy 
Regulations  of  1896  contains  the 
requirement  that  "  the  use  of  a  for- 


eign flag  to  deceive  an  enemy  is 
permissible,  but  it  must  be  hauled 
down  before  a  gun  is  fired ;  and 
under  no  circumstances  shall  an  of^ 
fleer  commence  an  action,  or  fight 
a  battle,  without  the  display  of  the 
national  ensign." 

'  Hall,  pp.  416-423 ;  II  Halleck, 
pp.  98-106;  Boyd's  Wheaton^  §§ 
352.  355;  Risley.  pp.  134.  137-1391 
Walker,  Manual,  pp.  1218-130,  143- 
145 ;  Manning,  pp.  179-183 ;  Snow, 
pp.  108,  109;  Woolsey,  §  137:  In- 
structions for  Government  of  Ar- 
mies of  the  U.  S.  etc.  sec.  ii. ;  II 
Twiss,  pp.  1 19-125:  Vattel,  liv.  iii. 
chap.  ix.  fS  160-163 ;  Creasy,  pp. 
496-514;  Dana's  Wheaton,  }  347 
(note),  169 ;  IV  Calvo,  §§  2199-2220. 
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Private  prdpertj  is  classified  into  real  and  personal.  Real 
propeirfy,*  whether  consisting  of  land  or  buildings,  is  exempt 
from  seizure  or  destruction,  except  as  a  direct  necessity  of 
military  operations.  It  may  be  occupied  or  used,  and  during 
such  occupation  should  be  protected  from  all  needless  injury 
and  damage,  personal  property  is  divided  into — i.  That 
which  is  susceptible  of  direct  military  use  by  a  belligerent. 
To  this  class  belong  pack,  saddle,  and  draft  animals,  means  of 
transportation  of  all  kinds,  cattle,  fuel,  provisions  and  food 
products,  medicines,  forage,  cloth,  leather,  and  shoes  and  the 
like  in  general,  all  articles  of  wear  and  supply  for  men  and  ani- 
mals. 2.  That  which  is  not  susceptibl"  of  direct  military  use, 
including  works  of  art,  furniture,  valuables,  clothing,  and  arti- 
cles of  general  merchandise.  The  former  may  be  captured,  or 
taken  by  way  of  requisition  ;  the  latter  is  exempt  from  capture 
or  confiscation.  Money  may  be  taken  in  commutation  of  req- 
uisitions regularly  imposed,  or  by  a  levy  in  the  nature  of  a 
contribution,  with  the  sanction  of  the  state  by  whose  authority 
it  is  levied.  If  personal  property  be  taken  by  way  of  pillage, 
the  act  is  severely  punished. 

The  taking  of  private  property  within  the  limits  here  de- 
scribed is  sanctioned  by  the  law  of  nations.  It  is  sometimes 
paid  for,  more  frequently,  perhaps,  now  than  formerly,  but 
when  compensation  is  made,  it  is  dictated  rather  by  motives 
of  policy  than  justice.  Illiberal  and  unjust  as  the  practice  may 
be,  it  is  universally  recognized,  and  so  receives  the  unwilling 
sanction  of  international  law.*  The  army  regulations  of  all 
nations  provide  specifically,  and  in  great  detail,  for  the  main- 


>  Boyd's  Wheaton,  {§  346,  346a; 
11  Halleck^pp.  108-115;  Vattel,  liv. 


iii.  chap.  ix.  §§  i6i~i68;  Manning, 
pp.  179-183;  IITwiss,  pp.  1 19-128; 
Creasy  pp.  514-534;  Hall.§i39;  Ris- 


Iey.pp.i34.i35.i39-H3-  What  shall 
be  the  subject  of  capture,  as  against 
an  enemy,  is  always  within  the  con- 
trol of  every  belligerent.  It  is  the 
duty  of  his  military  forces  in  the  field 
toseizeand  hold  that  which  is  appar- 
ently so  subject,  leaving  the  owner 


to  make  good  his  claim  as  against 
the  capture  in  the  appropriate  tri- 
bunal established  for  that  purpose. 
In  that  regard  they  occupy  on  land 
the  same  position  that  naval  forces 
do  at  sea. — Lamar  V5»  Browne,  92 
U.  S.  f  57.  Unless  restrained  by  gov- 
ernmental relations,  the  capture  of 
movable  property  on  land  changes 
the  ownership  of  it  without  adjudi- 
cation.— Ibid.  See  also  Arts.  40-51 
of  the  Hague  Conference  of  1899. 
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tenance  of  their  troops  in  the  enemy's  territory,  by  supporting 
them,  wholly  or  in  part,  by  requisitions  on  the  country  through 
which  they  are  passing,  and  prescribe  the  methods  of  quarter- 
ing troops,  and  of  collecting  and  distributing  subsistence  and 
forage.* 

Requisitions  are  the  formal  and  regiilar  levies  of  supplies, 
made  by  an  invading  army  for  its  support,  in  accordance  with 
the  municipal  laws  and  army  regulations  of  the  state  to  which 
it  belongs.  These  laws,  regulations,  and  orders  prescribe  the 
methods  in  accordance  with  which  the  requisitions  are  to  be 
made.  The  proportion  to  be  taken  from  each  individual,  the 
articles  to  be  paid  for,  if  there  be  any  such,  the  tariffs,  or  rates 
of  payment,  and  the  cases  in  which  receipts  are  to  be  given, 
are  stated  in  such  regulations  and  orders.  They  also  contain 
provisions  denouncing  pillage,  and  prescribing  punishments 
for  that  offence  and  for  other  unauthorized  taking  of  enemy 
property.' 

Receipts  should  always  be  given  for  property  taken  by  way 
of  requisition.  They  are  of  importance,  as  payments  for  stores 
and  supplies  thus  taken  from  individual  residents  of  the  occu- 
pied territory,  whether  made  by  the  invaders*  government  or 
their  own,  are  based  upon  them ;  and,  if  not  taken  up  and 
paid,  they  may  serve  to  mitigate  the  severity  of  future  req- 
uisitions by  the  same  invader.  Requisitions  may  be  made 
by  commanding  officers  of  any  grade,  but  always  in  strict 
accordance  with  law  and  regulations.  Unauthorized  requisi- 
tions are  usually  regarded  as  acts  of  pillage,  and  are  punished 
accordingly.* 

A  question  arises  as  to  whether  a  belligerent  can  compel 
the  personal  services  of  individuals  of  the  population  of  the 


'Hall. §139;  Risley,  pp.  139-140; 
Walker,  Manual. pp.  143-148  ;Wool- 
sey,|§  135-^37;  Snow.  pp.  108-109; 
II  Halleck.  pp.  108-IG9;  U.  S.  In- 
structions, par.  33;  II  Twiss.  pp. 
1 22-1 28 ;  IV  Cal vo.  §§  2220-2229. 

*  Hall.  §  140;  Risley.  pp.  140-141 ; 
Woolsey.  §  136 ;  Snow,  pp.  108-109 ; 
II  Halleck.  pp.  109-114;  Manning, 


pp.  182, 183;  Vattel.  liv.  i.  ch.  ix.  § 
165;  Articles  56-58  Brussels  Con- 
ference; Arts.  48-53  Convention 
of  The  Hague.  1899. 

■  II  Halleck.  pp.  1 13.  1 14 ;  Article 
51  Convention  of  The  Hague, 
1899;  Hall.  S  139;  IV  Calvo.  $§ 
2253-2255  ;  Bluntschli.  §$  653-656. 
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invaded  territory.  Such  services  may  be  voluntary,  either  on 
the  part  of  individuals  or  corporations,  and,  if  so,  are  paid  for 
in  accordance  with  the  agreement  in  each  case.  With  these  in- 
ternational law  has  nothing  to  do.  The  right  of  a  belligerent 
to  take  means  of  transportation,  by  way  of  requisition,  has  al- 
ways been  asserted,  and  almost  invariably  acted  upon.  This 
involves  the  right  to  compel  the  services  of  drivers  and  teams, 
and  also  of  railway,  steamship,  and  telegraph  companies,  and 
of  blacksmiths,  carpenters,  and  other  tradesmen.  These  ser- 
vices must  be  obtained  by  force,  as  the  duty  of  a  citizen  to  his 
own  government  forbids  him  to  render  voluntary  service  to  the 
enemy.  The  question  of  payment  is  discretionary  with  the 
belligerent  employer,  and,  as  in  the  case  of  other  requisitions, 
is  rather  a  matter  of  policy,  or  expediency,  than  of  strict  jus- 
tice.' 

The  policy  of  the  United  States  in  the  matter  of  requisi- 
tions has  been  far  from  liberal.  At  the  beginning  of  the  cam- 
paign in  Southern  Mexico,  General  Scott  was  directed  to  sub- 
sist his  troops  in  the  enemy's  country.  Upon  the  urgent  re- 
monstrances of  that  officer  as  to  the  injustice  and  impolicy  of 
such  a  course,  the  order  was  rescinded,  and  the  regulation  of 
the  matter  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  general  commanding 
in  the  field.  He  thereupon  directed  reasonable  prices  to  be 
paid  for  such  articles  as  were  needed  for  the  subsistence  of  his 
army,  and  experienced  so  little  difficulty  in  obtaining  them  as 
to  make  a  resort  to  requisitions  unnecessary.  During  the  war 
of  the  rebellion  generals  in  the  field  were  authorized  to  seize 
such  articles  of  subsistence,  or  forage,  as  were  needed  by  their 
commands.  For  the  property  thus  taken  receipts  were  to  be 
given,  payable  at  the  end  of  the  war,  upon  proof  of  loyalty. 


>  Hall,  pp.  425-427.  In  January, 
1 87 1,  the  Germans,  who  were  then 
in  military  occupation  of  Nancy, 
required  the  services  of  five  hun- 
dred laborers  upon  a  work  of  re- 
pairing the  railway — of  consider- 
able importance  to  the  success  of 
their  operations.  Notice  was  giv- 
en that  if  they  were  not  forthcom- 
21 


ing,  at  the  time  indicated,  a  certain 
number  of  the  officers  and  em- 
ployes would  be  seized  and  shot ; 
— Hall.  p.  427. note ;  II  Halleck,  pp. 
1 10- 1 1 3,  notes ;  Creasy,  pp.  534-535  * 
vol.  XX.  Revue  de  Droit  Int.  pp.  362, 
383;  xix.  Ibid.  p.  164;  Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,  §§  20^,  204 ;  1 1  Quelle,  pp.  1 76- 
231 ;  i  V  Calvo,  |§  2242-2244. 
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If  such  proof  were  not  produced,  no  payments  were  to  be 
made.  This  amounted,  in  fact,  to  the  taking  of  enemy's 
property  without  compensation.* 

Contributions.  Contributions  are  levies  of  money  or  sup- 
plies, made  by  the  authority  oF  a  belligerent  government* 
through  the  commander-in-chief  of  its  armies  in  the  field. 
They  are  levied  upon  the  property,  or  taxable  resources,  of  a 
city  or  district  of  territory.  They  are  usually  assessed,  collect- 
ed, and  paid  by  the  local  authorities,  upon  the  formal  demand 
of  the  invading  general.  If  the  amount  of  the  contribution 
be  not  paid,  or  delivered,  at  the  specified  time,  the  invader 
takes  such  measures  as  he  may  deem  necessary  to  enforce  his 
decree.  Unlike  requisitions  they  are  never  refunded,  or«  reim- 
bursed, by  the  belligerent  who  levies  them,  though  they  may 
be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  an  indemnity  proposed  to  be 
levied  by  a  conquering  invader  in  the  preparation  of  the 
treaty  of  peace.* 

Captured  Property  on  Land;  Booty.  Public  property  on 
land,  and  in  some  instances .  private  property  also,  may  be 
captured  by  a  belligerent.  Such,  captured  property  is  called 
liooty.  It  consists  of  all  public  property  tharls  susceptibleTrf- 
capftrre  in  war,  and  of  such  private  property  as  is  susceptible 
of  direct  military  use.  In  strictness  all  articles  that  may  be 
obtained  by  way  of  requisition  fall  under  the  head  of  booty. 
Aside  from  the  articles  obtained  by  requisition,  booty  may 
consist  of  arms,  ammunition,  provisions,  and  military  supplies 
of  all  kinds,  and  of  all  public  and  private  property  captured  in 
battle,  or  as  a  direct  result  of  military  operations.* 


*  Snow,  p.  109 ;  1 1  Halleck,  pp.  1 1 1 . 
113;  IV  Calvo.  §§  2242-2255;  VII 
Pradier-Fod6re,  §§  3020-3062. 

•  Hall.  pp.  433-435 ;  Risley.  pp. 
140,  141;  Woolsey.  §  136;  Snow, 
pp.  108,  109;  II  Halleck,  pp.  109- 
114;  VII  Pradier-Fodere,  §§  3062- 
3065;  II  Twiss,  pp.  124,  125  ;  Law- 
rence. Int.  Law,  §  204;  IV  Calvo. 
§§  2231-2284;  KlUber,  §  251 ;  Heff- 
ter.  §  130;  Vattel.  liv.  iii.  chap.  ix. 
§  165:  Walker.  Manual,  p.  145. 


'  For  the  latest  authoritative  dis- 
cussion of  this  subject,  see  the  arti- 
cle, •*  The  Right  of  Booty  in  Gen- 
eral, and  especially  the  Right  of 
Maritime  Capture,"  by  Professor 
Bluntschli,  in  the  Revue  de  Droit 
Int.  vol.  ix.  (1877),  p.  508;  X.  Ibid.  p. 
60;  see  also  II  Twiss,  p.  122 ;  Hall,§ 
435;  Risley,  p.  141 ;  II  Halleck,  pp. 
1 1 5-1 18 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  §  199. 
What  shall  be  the  subject  of  capt- 
ure, as  against  the  enemy,  is  always 
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As  is  the  case  with  all  property  which  may  be  captured  in 
war,  on  land  or  sea,  the  title  first  vests  in  the  captor's  govern- 
ment.* Such  title  is  held  to  be  complete  after  twenty-four 
hours  of  actual  possession,  upon  the  presumption  that  secure 
possession  will  be  obtained  within  that  time.  The  capturing 
government  may  make  such  disposition  of  this  captured  prop- 
erty as  it  deems  best.  It  may  convert  it  to  its  own  use ;  it 
may  cause  it  to  be  sold,  and  may  appropriate  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  to  governmental  uses ;  or  it  may  decree  the  whole,  or 
a  part,  to  the  actual  captors  as  a  reward  for  their  services. 
The  British  Government,  in  certain  cases,  recognizes  and  re- 
wards such  services.  The  Government  of  the  United  States 
has  adopted  the  contrary  rule,  and  appropriates  to  its  own 
use  all  property  captured  by  its  armies  on  land. 

The  rules  regarding  booty  and  those  regarding  the  treat- 
ment of  private  property  seem  to  be  in  conflict.  They  are 
not  so  in  fact.  Private  property  on  land,  however  great  in 
amount,  is  exempt  from  capture  unless  it  be  susceptible  of 
direct  military  use  by  a  belligerent,  or  contributes  directly  to 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  his  armies.  Arms,  ammuni- 
tion, equipments,  and  all  sorts  of  military  stores,  clothing,  or 
cloth  suitable  for  uniforms,  shoes,  leather,  blankets,  medicines, 
and  food  and  forage  supplies  of  all  kinds,  are  susceptible  of 
such  appropriation.  Money,  unless  by  way  of  contribution, 
clothing  and  cloth  not  adapted  for  use  as  uniforms,  and  all 
other  products,  manufactures,  and  commodities,  are  exempt 
from  capture,  and  are  entitled  to  protection  by  the  laws 
of  war." 


within  the  control  of  every,  bellig- 
erent. It  is  the  duty  of  his  mili- 
taiv  forces  in  the  field  to  seize  and 
hold  that  which  is  apparently  so 
subject,  leaving  the  owner  to  make 
good  his  claim  as  against  the  capt- 
ure in  the  appropriate  tribunal  es- 
tablished for  that  purpose.  In  that 
regard  they  occupy  on  land  the 
same  position  that  naval  forces  do 
at  sea.  —  Lamar  vs.  Browne,  92 
United  States,  187. 


*  Unless  restrained  by  govern- 
mental relations,  the  capture  of 
movable  property  on  land  changes 
the  ownership  of  it  without  ad- 
judication. —  Lamar  vs,  Browne, 
92  United  States,  187;  Young  vs. 
United  States,  97 ;  Ibid.  39,  60. 

'"The  very  ground  on  which  a 
belligerent  army  must  encamp  is 
private  property ;  the  crops  which 
It  must  trample  under  foot  in  its 
march  are  private  property;  the 
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Combatants  and  Non-combatants.  While  the  entire  body 
of  citizens  or  subjects  of  the  belligerent  states  become  enemies 
at  the  outbreak  of  war,  it  has  been  seen  that  this  status  of 
hostility  is  legal,  rather  than  actual ;  and  that  no  individual 
subject  of  either  state  can  take  an  active  part  in  military  opera- 
tions, or  commit  acts  of  hostility,  save  with  the  express  con- 
sent of  his  government,  as  expressed  by  its  taking  such  citizen 
into  its  military  service,  either  by  appointment  to  military 
office,  or  by  enlistment,  or  conscription,  or  by  a  rising  in  mass. 
Persons  thus  expressly  authorized,  and  no  others,  may  do  acts 
of  hostility,  or  otherwise  participate  actively  in  the  operations 
of  war. 

A  combatant  \s  ajjer§on  who,  with  the  special  authorization 
of  his  government,  takes  part,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  in 
the  operations  of  war.  The  term  includes,  in  addition  to  tiie 
troops  of  the  line,  all  staff -officers,  surgeons  and  chaplains, 
officers  and  employes  of  the  supply  and  transport  service,  all 
agents,  contractors,  and  others  who  accompany  the  army  in  an 
official  capacity,  and  who  assist  in  its  movement,  equipment, 
or  maintenance;  and  all  retainers  to  the  camp.* 

A  7iqn:£2mbatant  is  a  resident  of  a  belligerent  state  who 
takes  no  part  in^the  war.  He  is  not  subject  to  the  laws  of 
war,  and  is  protected  by  them,  in  his  person  and  property,  so 
long  as  he  refrains  from  participation  in  military  operations.*  v 

Treatment  of  Non-combatants  in  the  Theatre  of  War.    It 


farm  buildings  and  the  villages 
which  it  must  devastate  and  de- 
stroy in  battle  are  private  property. 
The  vicissitudes  of  war  also  must 
sometimes  render  the  exaction  of 
supplies  for  the  support  of  an  army 
moving  in  an  enemy's  country  im- 
perative, even  in  thecaseof  well-dis- 
ciplined troops.  Respect,  therefore, 
for  private  property  in  a  continental 
war  must  always  be  a  question  of 
degree.  To  destroy  private  prop- 
erty, where  such  destruction  is  nec- 
essary to  facilitate  the  operations  of 
war,  is  as  justifiable,  from  the  ne- 


cessity of  the  case,  as  the  destruc- 
tion of  public  property ;  to  seize  it 
by  way  of  requisitions,  to  the  ex- 
tent to  which  such  requisitions  are 
necessary  for  the  support  of  a  bel- 
ligerent army,  is  justifiable  on  the 
same  principle  as  the  war  itself  on 
which  the  army  is  engaged." — II 
Twiss.  int.  chap.  pp.  40.  41. 

'  II  Halleck.  pp.  2-22  ;  Snow,  pp. 
89,90;  Hall,  pp.  394. 395';  Risley.pp. 
1 07- 1 14 ;  IV  Calvo.  |§  2044-2065. 

'  Hall,  pp.  395,  39(3;  II  Halleck. 
pp.  68-73;  Snow,  pp.  89, 90;  Risley. 
pp.  107,  108. 
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has  been  seen  that  the  subjects  of  two  beUigerent  states  be- 
come enemies  at  the  outbreak  or  declaration  of  war.  They  . 
continue  in  this  hostile  relation  during  its  continuance.  This  - 
status  does  not  authorize  them  to  commit  acts  of  hostility, 
however,  which  can  only  be  undertaken  by  persons  having  the 
express  authorization  of  the  belligerent  governments.  The 
rest  of  the  population  of  a  belligerent  territory  are  not  only 
forbidden  to  take  an  active  part  in  military  operations,  but  are 
entitled  to  personal  immunity  and  protection  so  long  as  they 
refrain,  in  good  faith,  from  taking  part  in  the  war.  A  portion  - 
of  their  property  may  be  taken,  with  or  without  compensa- 
tion, their  houses  and  lands  may  be  occupied,  and  injured,  or 
possibly  destroyed,  as  a  matter  of  military  necessity ;  but  their 
persons,  and  such  of  their  property  as  is  not  confiscable  by  the 
laws  of  war,  are,  by  the  same  laws,  completely  protected.  Any 
offence  committed  against  them,  or  their  property,  is  an  of- 
fence against  the  laws  of  war,  and  is  promptly  and  severely 
punished.  This  exemption  from  the  operations  of  war  they 
continue  to  enjoy  so  long  as  they  take  no  active  part  in  hos- 
tile operations.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  take  an  active 
part  in  military  operations,  with  the  authority  of  their  gov- 
ernment, they  become  a  part  of  its  military  force,  and  are 
treated  accordingly.  If  they  act  without  such  authorization, 
and  in  violation  of  the  usages  of  war,  they  are  no  longer  pro- 
tected, but  are  punished  according  to  the  nature  and  degree 
of  their  offence.* 

Prisoners  of  War.  A  prisoner  of  war  is  a  combatant  who, 
by  capture  or  surrender,  falls  into  the  hands. of  an  enemy.  In 
strictness  an  enemy  has  the  right  to  make  prisoners  of  those 
persons  only  whom  he  may  lawfully  kill  in  war.  In  practice, 
however,  the  former  class  is  much  more  numerous  than  the 
latter.^  This  is  because  the  right  of  making  prisoners,  as  now 
exercised,  inflicts  no  particular  hardship  upon  the  captured 
person ;  while  his  detention,  as  a  prisoner,  may  serve  to  ma- 


'  Woolsey,  §  135 ;  Risley,  pp.  107-     for  United  States  Armies,  etc.  pars. 
108;  Hall,pp.  397-398;  Instructions     30-23;  VII  Pradier-Fod6r6,  §  3019. 
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terially  injure  the  enemy,  by  impeding  him  in  his  military  op- 
erations, or  by  interfering  with  the  efficient  administration  of 
his  government.  For  this  reason  "  he  may  capture  all  persons 
who  are  separated  from  the  mass  of  non-combatants  by  their 
importance  to  the  enemy's  state,  or  by  their  usefulness  to  him 
in  his  war.  Under  the  first  of  these  heads  fall  the  sovereign 
and  the  members  of  his  family  when  non-combatants,  the 
ministers  and  high  officers  of  the  government,  diplomatic 
agents,  and  any  one  who,  for  special  reasons,  may  be  of  im- 
portance at  a  particular  moment." ' 

Treatment  of  Prisoners.  So  soon  as  an  individual  of  the 
enemy  ceases  his  armed  resistance  he  becomes  vested  with  all 
the  rights  of  a  prisoner  of  war.  The  right  to  injure  him  is,  at 
that  instant,  changed  into  the  duty  of  protecting  him,  and  of 
preventing  his  escape.  The  public  property,  arms,  equipments, 
and  any  articles  susceptible  of  military  use,  found  in  the  pos- 
session of  a  prisoner  at  the  time  of  his  capture,  become  the 
property  of  the  capturing  state/  His  private  property  is 
respected,  and  secured  to  him,  by  the  usages  of  war.  Were 
it  not  so  protected  every  consideration  of  honor  and  humanity 
should  deter  his  captor  from  any  act  of  aggression  towards 
one  who,  from  his  situation,  is  unable  to  defend  himself.' 

Prisoners  are  usually  sent  to  the  captor's  state,  or  are  re- 
moved to  points  at  a  distance  from  the  actual  theatre  of  war, 
where  they  can  be  securely  held.  They  are  fed  and  clothed 
at  the  expense  of  the  captor's  government.  They  are  entitled, 
in  addition  to  proper  food  and  clothing,  to  medical  attend- 


*  II  Halleck,  pp.  73-75;  Hall, 
pp.  403-406;  Risiey,  p.  129;  Snow, 
pp.  90-91;  Woolsey,  g  134;  IV 
Calvo,  g§  2133,  2134;  I  Guelle,  pp. 
187-196. 

'  Snow,  pp.  98-90;  Boyd's  Whea- 
ton,  §343;  ll  Halleck,  pp.  74-75; 
Risiey,  p.  130;  Hall,  pp.  405-407. 
A  pnsoner  of  war  on  board  a  for- 
eign man-of-war,  or  of  her  prize, 
cannot  be  released  by  habeas  corpus 
issuing  from  courts  either  of  the 
United  States  or  of  a  particular 


state. — VII  Opinions  of  Attorney- 
General,  p.  122.  But  if  such  pns- 
oner of  war  be  taken  on  shore,  he 
becomes  subject  to  the  local  juris- 
diction or  not,  according  as  it  n)ay 
be  agreed  between  the  political 
authorities  of  the  belligerent  and 
neutral  power. — Ibid.  For  text  of 
Convention,  see  Appendix  F,  Con- 
vention No.  4.  See,  also,  Geneva 
Convention  of  1906,  Appendix  £• 
post. 
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ance,  and  to  a  reasonable  allowance  of  fuel,  quarters,  bedding, 
and  camp  equipage*  They  are  subject  to  such  measures  of 
restraint  as  are  necessary  to  their  safe-keeping ;  and  are  held 
to  the  observance  of  such  sanitary  and  police  regulations  as 
are  made  necessary  by  their  confinement.  The  rules  of  war 
authorize  a  belligerent  to  require  them  to  perform  a  certain 
amount  of  labor,  as  a  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  their  sup- 
port»  No  labor  may  be  required  of  them,  however,  that  is 
calculated  to  assist  the  captor,  directly,  in  his  military  opera- 
tions.- In  recent  times  the  practice  has  been  to  require  no 
services  of  prisoners  of  war  except  such  as  have  contributed 
directly  to  their  comfort  and  welfare.' 

Prisoners  of  war  are  not  guilty  of  a  crime  in  having  de- 
fended their  country.  Their  confinement,  therefore,  cannot 
assume  a  penal  character,  but  must  consist  in  such  measures 
of  detention  as  will  secure  them  against  danger  of  escape!  A 
prisoner  of  war,  in  attempting  to  escape,  does  not  commit  a 
crime.  It  is  his  duty  to  escape  if  a  favorable  opportunity  pre- 
sents itself.  It  is  equally  the  duty  of  his  captor  to  prevent  his 
escape,  and  he  is  justified  in  resorting  to  any  measures,  not 
punitive  in  character,  that  will  best  secure  that  end.  A  pris- 
oner of  war  may  be  killed  in  attempting  to  escape.  If  recapt- 
ured his  confinement  may  be  made  more  rigorous  than  before.* 

According  to  the  present  rule  of  international  law  the 
status  of  a  prisoner  of  war  may  be  terminated — i.  By  ex- 
change ;  2.  By  ransom ;  3.  By  the  treaty  of  peace  at  the  end 
of  the  war;  4.  By  a  successful  escape;  5.  By  death  either  in 
camp  or  detention  or  when  released  on  parole.. 

Internment  of  Prisoners  in  Neutral  Territory.  Com- 
batants who  take  refuge  in  neutral  territory,  to  escape  capture 
at  the  hands  of  the  opposing  belligerent,  occupy,  in  some  re- 
spects, the  status  of  prisoners  of  war.  At  the  instant  of  en- 
trance to  such  territory,  and  as  a  necessary  consequence  of 

n  Quelle,  pp.  200-202;  Hall,  g  'I  Quelle,  pp.  202-204;  Hall,  8 

132;  IVCalvo,  §82147,  2148;  art.  132;  Risley,  p.   131;   IV  Calvo,   % 

6    Convention    of     The     Hague.  2150;  chap.  ii.  Convention  of  The 

1899;     VII    Pradier  -  Fod6r6,    §g  Hague,  1907.    For  text  see  Appen- 

2805,  2806.  dix  F,  Convention  No.  4. 
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their  admission,  they  become  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  neutral  state  whose  hospitality  they  have  thus  invoked. 
They  are  interned  by  that  government,  at  such  places  as  it 
sees  fit  to  designate,  and  are  subjected  to  such  measures  of 
restraint  as  it  may  deem  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  its 
neutral  obligations.  They  are  supported,  while  so  interned, 
by  the  neutral  government,  and  the  cost  of  their  maintenance 
is  subsequently  reimbursed  by  the  government  of  the  state  of 
whose  military  establishment  the  interned  troops  form  a  part.^ 
Exchange  of  Prisoners.  The  exchange  of  prisoners  be- 
tween belligerents  is  made  in  accordance  with  agreements,  en- 
tered into  for  that  purpose,  called  cartels.  The  making  of 
such  agreements  is  purely  voluntary,  and  cannot  be  con- 
strained by  subjecting  prisoners  to  special  hardships.  The 
time,  place,  and  method  of  exchange  are  fully  detailed  in  the 
cartels,  the  provisions  of  which  are  always  strictly  construed. 
The  basis  of  exchange  is  usually  that  of  strict  equivalents, 
man  for  man,  rank  for  rank,  disability  for  disability.  The  ex- 
changeable values  of  the.difTerent  grades  of  officers  and  non- 
commissioned officers  are  established,  and  expressed  in  terms 
of  private  soldiers.  Numbers  are  then  computed  for  exchange 
upon  the  basis  thus  agreed  upon.  An  excess  on  either  side 
may  constitute  a  credit,  or  may  be  extinguished  by  a  payment 
of  money.  Prisoners  of  war  who  escape  from  confinement, 
or  who  are  exchanged,  are  by  such  acts  revested  with  all  the 
rights  of  belligerents.  The  binding  force  of  cartels,  like  that 
of  all  other  agreements  between  belligerents,  rests  upon  the 
good  faith  of  the  contracting  parties.  If  the  terms  of  a  car- 
tel are  violated  by  one  belligerent  they  cease  to  be  obligatory 
upon  the  other.'  , 


'  After  the  battle  of  Sedan,  in 
1870,  considerable  numbers  of 
French  troops  took  refuge  in  Bel- 
gian territory,  where  they  were  in- 
terned and  supported  by  the  Bel- 
gian Government.  As  between  the 
signatory  parties  to  that  instru- 
ment, the  subject  of  the  internment 
of  wounded  and  unwounded  pris- 


oners in  neutral  territory  is  r^;u- 
lated  by  the  provisions  of  Articles 
J7-60  of  the  Convention  of  the 
Hague  of  1899. 

'Hall.  pp.  411-413;  H  Halleck, 
pp.  75-78;  Risley.  pp.  130, 131;  HI 
rhillimore,  pp.  163,  164,  181-184; 
Snow,  pp.  98,  99;  Woolsey,  §  *34» 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §§  344, 344a ;  Vat- 
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Cartel  Ships,  The  use  of  what  are  known  as  "cartel 
ships  *'  in  the  conveyance  of  prisoners  of  war  from  one  bel- 
ligerent port  to  another  for  purposes  of  exchange,  in  pur- 
suance of  cartels  to  that  effect,  is  of  relatively  frequent  occur- 
rence, and  is  fully  sanctioned  by  international  law.  Cartel 
ships,  while  so  employed,  are  exempt  from  capture  by  cruisers 
of  the  other  belligerent,  provided  that  no  contraband  articles 
are  attempted  to  be  conveyed  as  part  of  their  cargo,  and  the 
terms  of  the  cartel  are  otherwise  carried  out  in  good  faith/ 

Ransom.  The  release  of  prisoners  of  war  in  consideration 
of  a"  payment  of  money  called  ransom,  was  a  consequence  of 
the  ancient  rule  by  which  a  person,  captured  in  war,  became 
the  property,  and,  therefore,  the  slave  of  his  captor.  The 
practice  did  not  come  to  an  end,  however,  with  the  extinc- 
tion of  slavery,  but  continued  in  existence  until  relatively 
recent  times,  the  rule  being  that  a  state  was  bound  to  secure 
the  release  of  its  subjects  who  were  held  by  the  enemy  as 
prisoners  of  war.  Such  release  could  be  effected  by  exchange, 
or  by  ransom,  and  bases  of  exchange  and  ransom  were  fixed, 
by  cartel  between  the  belligerents,  at  the  beginning  of  the 
war.  Although  the  practice  has  become  practically  obsolete, 
certainly  so  far  as  civilized  states  are  concerned,  the  circum- 
stances of  future  wars  may  be  such  as  to  warrant  its  recog- 
nition in  the  disposition  of  prisoners  of  war.' 

Paroles.  A^fi**ole  's  a  promise,  either  verbal  or  written, 
niade  by  an  individual  of  the  enemy,  by  which,  in  considera- 


te!, llv.  ill.  chap.  viii.  $  1 53 ;  I  Quelle, 
pp.213-215;  lVCalvo.|§2i56,2i57; 
VII  Pradier-Fodere,  §§  2831-2842; 
II  Twiss.  §  178. 

^  The  employment  to  which  the 
privilege  of  cartel  is  allowed  is  of  a 
very  particular  nature.  It  is  a  mode 
of  intercourse  between  hostile  na- 
tions invented  for  the  purpose  of 
alleviating,  in  some  degree,  the 
calamities  of  war,  by  restoring  to 
their  liberty  those  individuals  who 
may  happen  to  have  fallen  into  a 
%\AX%  of  captivity,      It  \%  for  th^ 


mutual  exchange  of  prisoners  of 
war,  and  therefore,  properly  speak- 
ing, it  can  have  place  between  bel- 
ligerents only. —  The  Rose  in  Bioom, 
I  Dodson,  60;  III  Phillimore,  pp. 
181-184;  Snow,  p.  98. 

<  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  yiii.  §§  1 53. 
154;  Hall,  §  134;  II  Halleck,  pp. 
75,76;  IITwiss,  S§i77,  178;  Man- 
ning, pp.  212,  217;  Risley,  p.  127; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  §  344 ;  III  Philli- 
more, p.  164;  VII  Pradier-Fodere, 
§§  2843-2848;  IV  Calvo.  §  2ij8, 
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tion  of  certain  privileges  or  advantages,  he  pledges  his 
honor  to  pursue,  or  refrain  from  pursuing,  a  particular 
course  of  conduct.  Pafroies  are  ordinarily  received  only 
from  officers,  and,  when  necessary,  are  given  by  officers, 
for  the  enlisted  men  of  their  commands.  They  are  ac- 
cepted from  enlisted  men  only  in  exceptional  cases:  Pa- 
roles are  given  by  officers  to  secure  greater  freedom  of 
movement  or  to  obtain  special  privileges  while  held  by  the 
enemy  as  prisoners  of  war.  These  may,  or  may  not,  be  in 
writing.  They  are  also  given  to  obtain  a  release  from  cap- 
tivity, with  permission  to  return  home.  Such  paroles  are 
accompanied  by  a  pledge  to  refrain  from  taking  part  in  an 
existing  war  tmtil  regularly  exchanged.  They  are  given 
in  writing,  usually  in  duplicate,  one  copy  being  retained  by 
the  captor,  the  other  by  the  officer  giving  the  parole.  These 
instruments  are  obligatory  upon  the  govemmert  of  the 
state  to  which  the  individual  belongs  only  when  accepted, 
or  recognized,  by  its  authority^  That  government  may 
refuse  to  permit  its  officers  to  give  their  paroles,  when  held 
as  prisoners  of  war,  and  may  refuse  to  recognize  them 
when  given.  In  such  an  event,  however,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  paroled  officer  to  return  at  once  to  captivity.  As  legal 
instruments,  paroles  lose  their  binding  force — i.  Upon  the 
formal  exchange  of  the  paroled  officer;  2.  At  the  termina- 
tion of  the  war. 

A  breach  of  parole  is  an  offence  against  the  laws  of  war. 
Its  enormity  consists  in  the  breach  of  good  faith  that  is 
involved  in  the  commission  of  the  offence.  The  punish- 
ment inflicted  is  in  proportion  to  the  importance  of  the 
parole  given.  The  extreme  penalty  is  death,  which  may 
be  inflicted  upon  a  paroled  prisoner  who  is  captured  in  arms 
before  he  has  been  regularly  exchanged.* 

Treatment  of  the  Sick  and  Wounded.  It  has  long  been 
regarded  as  a  well-established  and  highly  obligatory  rule  or 

*  Hall,  pp.  407-411;  II  Halleck,  pp.  204-21^;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap, 
pp.  77.  78;  Rislcy.  p.  131;  Snow,  viii.iiji;  ]?^adie^-Fod^^6,§§2823- 
pp.  98,99;  Woolsey.g  134;  IGuelle,      2830;   IV  Calvo,  §§  2151,  2x52. 
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custom  of  civilized  warfare  that  the  sick  and  wotuided  are 
entitled  to  the  most  humane  consideration— not  only  at 
the  hands  of  their  own  government,  but  from  the  belliger- 
ent into  whose  custody  they  happen  to  fall.  The  estab- 
lished practice  in  that  regard  was  first  made  the  subject 
of  treaty  stipulation  in  the  Geneva  Convention  of  August 
2, 1864,  in  which  the  symbol  of  the  Red  Cross  was  adopted 
as  the  emblem  and  distinctive  sign  of  the  convention.  The 
agreement  of  1864  was  amplified,  to  some  extent,  by  the 
supplemental  convention  of  October  10,  1868.-  The  re- 
quirements of  the  Geneva  Convention  of  i868,  in  respect 
to  the  treatment  of  sick  arid  wounded  in  maritime  warfare, 
have  been  replaced  by  the  conventions  of  July  29,  1899, 
and  October  18,  1907,  at  The  HagUe.  The  conventions  of 
1864  and  1868  have  also  been  replaced,  in  their  applica- 
tion to  the  treatment  of  the  sick  and  wounded  in  warfare 
on  land,  by  the  Geneva  Convention  of  1906.* 

Crimes  and  Offences  Against  the  Laws  of  War 

Nature  and  Character.  Certain  acts  done,  or  offences 
comihitted,  in  the  immediate  theatre  of  military  opera- 
tions, during  the  continuance  of  hostilities,  are  regarded 
by  all  nations  as  violations  of  the  laws  of  war.  They  are, 
in  fact,  crimes  at  international  law,  and  may  be  pimished 
by  the  belligerent  who  suffers  by  their  commission;  and 
such  ah  infliction  of  punishment,  by  one  belligerent,  fur- 
nishes the  other  with  no  ground  for  complaint  or  retalia- 
tion.' As  these  offences  derive  their  criminal  character 
from  the  existence  of  war,  and  only  retain  it  during  its 
continuance,  it  follows  that  they  lose  that  quality  at  the 
close  of  the  war,  when  they  cease  to  be  pimishable. 


*  For  text  of  the  Oeneva  Conven- 
tion of  July  6,  1906,  see  Ap|>endix 
B;  for  the  Hague  Convention  of 
October  i8,  1007,  sec  Appendix  F, 
Convention  No.  10. 

'11  Halleck,  pp.  4C2-454;  In- 
structions for  Armies  of  the  United 
States,  etc.,  paragraphs  4,  5,  la,  13, 


44,  47;  Hall,  pp.  413,  414.  In  the 
military  service  of  the  United 
States  such  tribunals  are  known  as 
military  commissions.  This  tri- 
bunal was  first  resorted  to  by  Oen- 
eral  Scott,  during  the  war  with 
Mexico,  for  the  trial  of  persons  not 
subject  to  the  Articles  of  War  and 
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Military  Jurisdiction.  The  trial  of  persons  charged 
with  crimes  committed  in  violation  of  the  law  of  war,  or 
for  offences  created  by  the  municipal  law  of  a  belligerent, 
constitute  an  exercise  of  military  jurisdiction. 

Military  jurisdiction  is  of  two  kinds:  first,  that  which  is 
conferred  and  defined  by  statute ;  second,  that  which  is  de- 
rived from  the  laws  or  usages  of  war.  Military  offences 
under  the  statute  law  must  be  tried  in  the  manner  therein 
directed;  but  non-statutory  military  offences  are  tried 
and  punished  under  the  common  law  of  war.  The  char- 
acter of  the  courts  which  exercise  these  several  forms  of 
jurisdiction  depends  upon  the  local  laws  of  each  partic- 
ular country.* 

In  the  armies  of  the  United  States  the  first  is  exercised 
by  courts-martial;  while  cases  which  do  not  come  within 
the  ** Rules  and  Articles  of  War,"  or  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  statute  on  courts-martial,  are  tried  by  military 
commissions.' 

If,  therefore,  an  offence  against  the  law  of  a  belligerent 
state  be  committed  by  a  person  belonging  to  its  military 
establishment,  or  otherwise  subject  to  its  military  juris- 
diction, such  offender  is  tried  by  the  appropriate  military 
tribunal  of  the  offended  state;  if,  on  Uie  other  hand,  the 
offence  is  not  made  criminal  by  the  law  of  that  state,  or 
if  the  offender  is  not  subject  to  its  military  law,  or  if  both 
offender  and  offence  are  without  its  military  jurisdiction, 
the  case  is  usually  referred  to  a  military  commission  for 
trial,  and  the  sentence  imposed  by  the  commission,  if  ap- 


for  the  trial  of  military  persons 
for  offences  not  triable  by  general 
courts-martial.  The  tribunal  be- 
fore which  Major  Andr6  was  tried, 
at  West  Point,  in  1780,  although 
described  as  a  court-martial  in  the 
order  creating  it,  was,  in  fact,  a 
military  commission,  as  the  Arti- 
cles (A  War  then  in  force  did  not 
confer  jurisdiction  upon  courts- 
martial  for  the  trial  ot  the  offence 
charged  in  Major  Andre's  case — 
that  of  being  a  spy.     See  also  IV 


Calvo,  §§  2184-2192;  VII  Pradier- 
Fod6r6,  §§  2973-2988;  III  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  §§354,355;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
§§  345.  346,  notes  167-169. 

«  II  Halleck,  pp.  4C2-455;  II 
Guelle,  pp.  20-37;  VII  Pradier- 
Fod^r^,  §§  2976-2988;  IV  Calvo, 
§§  2166,  2167,  2186-2198. 

*  Instructions  for  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Armies  of  the  U.S.,  etc. 
1>ar.  13.  See  Appendix  A;  II  Hal- 
eck,  p.  120:  II  Winthrop,  Military 
Law,  pp.  18-47,  57-94. 
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proved  by  him,  is  carried  into  effect  by  the  general  com- 
manding-in-chief in  the  occupied  territory.* 

Spies.  A  spy  is  a  person  who  enters  the  lines  of  an  army 
in  di^uise^  or  under  false  pretences,  for  the  purpose  of  secur- 
ing inTormation.  An  individual  who,  in  the  proper  uniform  of 
his  army,  penetrates  within  an  enemy's  lines,  is  not  a  spy,  for 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  enemy  to  maintain  his  line  of  outposts  at 
such  strength  and  efficiency,  in  point  of  numbers,  as  will  make 
it  impossible  for  individuals  to  pass  thenrK  Concealment  or 
disguise,  and  the  employment  of  false  pretences,  are  essential 
elements  to  the  crime  of  being  a  spy.'  Those  who  undertake 
to  gain  information  of  the  enemy's  movements  by  means  of 
ballqpns  cannot  be  regarded  as  spies,  for  none  of  the  essential 
conditions  of  the  offence  attend  such  operations.  Spies  are 
employed  at  rates  of  pay  commensurate  to  the  risks  they  un- 
dertake, and  are  presumed  to  be  aware  of  the  penalty  incurred 
in  the  event  of  their  being  captured  by  the  enemy.  Service 
as  a  spy  is  voluntary,  and  cannot  be  compelled.  A  state  can- 
not require  an  individual  in  its  militaiy  service  to  act  as  a  spy.. 
If  it  permits  or  authorizes  a  person  in  its  military  or  naval  ser- 
vice to  act  in  that  capacity,  the  fact  of  his  being  in  such  ser- 
vice will  not  screen  him  from  punishment,  should  he  be  appre- 
hended by  the  enemy ;  nor  will  retaliation  be  justifiable  on  the 
part  of  the  belligerent  who  so  employs  persons  in  his  military 
service. 

For  being  a  spy  the  punishment  is  death.  An  individual 
charged  with  the  crime  cannot  demand  a  trial ;  it  is  granted, 
if  at  all,  by  the  municipal  law  of  the  captor's  state;'  or  in 


>  Davis,  Mil.  Law,  pp.  5,  42-60, 
300- 'tis:  II  Winthrop,  Mil.  Law, 
pp.  iS-47,  57-94;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
1 3j4 ;  VI I  Pradier-Fod6r6,  SS  2974- 

•  11  Halleck,  pp.  30-35  ;  Hall,  pp. 
537-539;  11  Ferguson,  I  192;  Kis- 
ley,  pp.  121-124;  Heffter,  §  250; 
Kliiber,  §§  266-266C ;  Vattel,  liv:  iii. 
chap.  Z.SS  179-132;  Grotius,  liv.  iii. 
chap.  iv.  {  18 ;  Snow,  p.  96 ;  Blunt- 


schli,§§  628-631 ;  III  Phillimore,  S 
96 :  Field,  Int.  Code,  §  802 ;  I  Guelle, 
pp.  122-126;  IV  Calvo,  §§  21 1 1- 
21 14;  VI  Pradier-Foddr^,  «  2765- 
2768;  Articles  30  and  31  Conven- 
tion of  The  Hague,  1899. 

'II  Halleck,  p.  30;  Woolsey,  I 
141 ;  Snow,  p.  9^;  §  1343  Revised 
Statutes  (U.  S.);  Hall,  pp.  537.  538; 
III  Phillimore,  |  96:  Art.  21  Brus- 
sels Conference.    After  the  retreat 
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consequence  of  treaty  stipulations  between  the  opposing  bel- 
ligerents.' 

Querillas.  Tt\ese  are  persons. who  kirkin  the  vicinitjM>f  an 
^rmyy  and  comnoit  acts  of  hostility  without  the  authorization 
of  their  government^  or  who  carry  on  their  operations  in  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  war..  Guerillas  are  not  to  be  confounded 
with  bands  or  organized  parties,  commissioned  by  their  gov- 
ernment and  forming  a  part  pf  its  regular  forces,  called  par- 
tisanSf  whose  operations,  however  annoying  to  an  enemy,  are 
perfectly  lawful  so  long  as  they  are  carried  on  in  accordance 
with  the  laws  of  war.  Guerillas,  however,  are  not  partisans, 
"  tiieir  acts  are  unlawful,  and  when  captured  they  are  not 
treated  as  prisoners  of  war,  but  as  criminals,  subject  t«  the 
punishment  due  to  their  crimes.  .  .  •  The  perpetrators  of  such 


of  W^hington  from  Long  Island, 
Captain  Nathan  Hale,  an  officer 
of  the  Revolutionary  army,  re- 
c^03sed  to  that  island  and  entered 
the  British  Ijpes  with  the  express 
purpose  of  obtaining  information 
as  to  the  strength,  movements,  and 

Purposes  of  the  enemy.  In  17^0 
fajor  Andr6  became  the  accent  in 
effecting  the  brit>ery  of  Arnold  with 
a  view  to  induce  that  o0icer  to  be- 
tray the  post  committed  to  his 
charge.  On  his  return  to  New 
York,  and  while  within  the  Ameri- 
can lines,  AndrS  w^  captured  py 
the  outposts  of  the  enemy.  In 
both  cases  the  officers  were  capt- 
ured within  the  lines  of  the  eneniy 
in  disguise,  with  intent  to  obtain 
information  as  to  his  strength  and 
purposes;  both  were  condemned 
to  death  and  executed  for  the  same 
violation  of  the  laws  of  war.  These 
cases  illustrate  the  rule  that,  while 
an  officer  or  enlisted  man  may  not 
be  compelled  to  act  as  a  spy,  the 
service  of  either  in  that  capacity  is 
by  no  nie^ns  dishonorable.  The 
severe  punishment  imposed  is  jus- 
tified by  the  danger  to  which  bellig- 
erents are  exp(»ed  by  the  opera- 


tions of  spies  and  secret  agents; 
the  service  itself,  though,  as  we 
have  seen,  not  one  upon  which  a 
military  person  may  properly  be 
detailed,  is  honorable  when  under- 
taken by  a  soldier  for  patriotic 
motives,  as  was  especially  the  case 
with  Captain  Hale :  it  ceases  to  be 
honorable  only  when  it  is  under- 
taken for  purely  mercenary  mo- 
tives.— II  Halleck,  pp.  32,  33. 

'  Article  30  of  ^he  Rules  of  W^r 
on  Land,  adopted  by  the  Peace 
Conference  at  The  Hague,  in  1907* 
contains  the  requirement  that,  In 
wars  to  which  the  signatory  powers 
are  the  belligerent  parties,  persons 
charged  with  acts  ofespionage  shall 
be  tried  by  the  appropriate  military 
tribunals  of  the  captor  state  before 
undergoing  the  infliction  of  the  pun- 
ishment authorized  by  the  l^ws  of 
war.  Article  31  of  the  s^me  con- 
vention, provides  that  spies  who 
are  captured,  after  having  success- 
fully returned  to  the  lines  of  the 
army  which  employs  them,  shall 
not  be  liable  to  trial  or  punishment 
for  offences  committed  prior  to  such 
successful  return.  For  text  of  this 
underuking,  see  App.F,  Con.  No.  4. 
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acts,  under  such  circumstances,  are  not  enemies,  legitimately  in 
arms,  who  can  plead  the  laws  of  war  in  their  justification,  they 
are  robbers  and  murderers,  and,  as  such,  may  be  punished."  * 

Pillaging  consists  in  the  forcible  taking  of  property  in  an 
cnenfy^s  country,  without  authority,  or  in  disobedience  of 
orders.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  laws  of  war  prescribe  a 
method  in  strict  accordance  with  which  certain  kinds  of  prop- 
erty may  be  taken  in  war.  If  it  be  taken  in  any  other  way 
such  taking  constitutes  pillage,  and  is  punishable  accordingly. 
There  can  be  no  higher  test  of  discipline  in  a  command  than 
is  shown  by  the  manner  in  which  the  private  property  of  an 
enemy  is  treated  within  its  sphere  of  operations.  If  such 
property  is  respected,  if  acts  of  pillage  are  strictly  repressed 
and  severely  punished,  the  discipline  is  goodi  If  property 
and  life  are  unsafe  in  its  vicinity,  if  irregular  seizures  are  per- 
mitted, if  orchards  and  fields  are  devastated,  discipline  worthy 
of  the  name  cannot  be  said  to  exist.' 

The  punishment  of  pillage  varies  with  the  nature  of  the 
offence.    The  extreme  penalty  is  deaths 

Crimes  of  Violence.  Certain  crimes  of  violence,  such  as 
murder,  robbery,  mayhem,  rape,  burglary,  assault  and  battery, 
and  assaults  with  intent  to  commit  crime,  when  committed 
by,  or  against,  residents  or  individuals  of  the  invading  army, 
are  punishable  by  military  commissions,  or  other  tribunals  of 
like  jurisdiction.  The  punishment  inflicted  is  usually  more 
severe  than  that  awarded  by  the  law  of  the  place  where  the 
offence  is  committed.  This  course  is  made  necessary  by  the 
fact  that,  in  the  immediate  theatre  of  war,  all  civil  authority 
is  suspended,  the  local  courts  being  prevented,  by  the  fact  of 
war,  from  exercising  their  ordinary  functions.     If  such  crimes 


*  II  Halleck,  p.  7.  General  Hal- 
leek  includes  gueriilas  and  parti- 
sans  under  the  same  designation. 
In  this  matter  it  is  rather  the  ser- 
vice in  which  these  persons  are  en- 
gaged, than  their  name,  by  which 
their  status  is  regulated. 

'  Hall,  pp.  423, 424 ;  Boyd's  Whea- 


ton,  §  346a ;  Klilber,  f  263 ;  Snow, 
pp.99, 100;  Article  31  Brussels  Con- 
ference; Woolsey,  |  138;  II  Hal- 
lecfc,  pp.  113,  114;  IV  Cafvo,  §f 
2223-2225;  Guelle,  pp.  158-164; 
Bluntschlr,  |§  661-663  ;  Articles  23 
and  28  Convention  of  The  Hague, 
1907.    See  App.  E,  Con.  No.  4. 
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were  not  punished  by  the  belligerent  they  would  go  unpun- 
ished, a  most  undesirable  event  from  every  point  of  view. 
Crimes,  at  such  a  time,  are  of  more  frequent  occurrence,  and 
are  usually  of  greater  enormity,  than  during  a  state  of  peace. 
The  ordinary  restraints  of  law  are  removed  or  suspended,  and 
the  criminal  class  soon  asserts  itself  as  it  finds  that  oppor- 
tunity, temptation,  and  apparent  immunity  go  hand  in  hand.' 
The  very  presence  of  a  hostile  force  upon  the  soil  of  a  country 
seems  to  breed  a  special  criminal  class..  This  class  is  recruited 
by  deserters  from  both  armies,  who,  operating  singly  or  in 
small  bands,  commit  depredations  of  all  kinds,  accompanying 
their  criminal  acts  with  the  most  barbarous  atrocities.,'  It  is 
to  the  suppression  of  this  kind  of  brigandage  that  every  bel- 
ligerent finds  himself  obliged  to  devote  considerable  time 
and  attention,  and,  not  infrequently,  a  large  amount  of  mili- 
tary force.  No  repressive  measures  are  too  severe  which 
effect  any  reduction  in  this  kind  of  crime.  The  criminals 
themselves  are  outlaws,  beyond  the  protection  of  all  law,  civil 
or  martial,  and  may  be  hunted  down  like  wild  beasts^ 

Collective  Responsibility  of  Communities  for  Acts  of  In- 
dividuals. Where  offences  against  the  laws  of  war  are  com- 
mitted by  residents  of  a  particular  locality,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  render  the  detection  of  the  individual 
offenders  difficult  or  impossible,  the  town,  district,  or  other 
organized  community,  in  which  the  offences  are  being  com- 
mitted, may  be  held  coUeiitively  responsible  for  their  commis- 
sion; in  this  way  making  the  community  responsible  for  the 
misdeeds  of  its  individual  members.    To  justify  a  resort  to 

'  Instanceshave  occurred  in  which  martial,  subiect,  however,  to  the  re- 
prisons  and  jails  have  l)een  emptied  quirement  that "  the  punishment  in 
upon  the  approach  of  an  invading  any  such  case  shall  not  be  less  than 
army.  the  punishment  provided,  for  the 

*  Hall,  pp.  41 3-416 ;  III  Phill .  p.  like  offence,  by  the  laws  of  the  state. 

156;  Instructions  for  the  Armies  territory,  or  district  in  which  such 

of  the  U.  S.  par.  44.    Such  offences.  oflFence  may  have  been  committed." 

when  committed  in  the  theatre  of  — 58th  Article  of  War.  {  1342  Re- 

operationsof  an  army  of  the  United  vised  Statutes  of  the  United  States. 

States,  in  time  of  war,  are.  by  the  •  Parap:raphs44, 84,  American  In- 

termsof  the  58th  Article  of  War.  structions;  Bluntschli,  fS  641^643  ; 

made  triable  by  a  general  court-  II  Halleck,  pp.  113,  114. 
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this  procedure,  however,  the  local  authorities  must  be  in  a 
position  to  act,  by  way  of  prevention,  and  the  unlawful  acts 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  must  be  within  the  power  of 
such  authority  to  control,  by  an  exercise  of  reasonable  dili- 
gence, in  respect  to  the  measures  of  prevention  resorted  to 
with  a  view  to  the  prevention  or  repression  of  the  conduct 
complained  of.'  The  methods  resorted  to  in  dealing  with 
such  a  community  will  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case.  «  Privileges  may  be  withheld,  individual  rights 
may  be  suspended,  or  denied,  trade  may  be  curtailed,  or  sub- 
jected to  unusual  impositions,  punitive  damages  may  be  as- 
sessed and  collected,  or  hostages  may  be  taken  as  security  for 
the  good  behavior  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  disturbed  district. 

Retaliation.  In  the  cases  already  described,  the  oflence  has 
been  committed  by  an  individual,  or  by  a  number  of  individu- 
als, acting  singly,  or  as  conspirators,  or  joint  offenders ;  and 
the  observance  of  the  laws  of  war  is  secured  by  the  punish- 
ment of  the  particular  offenders  by  the  reference  of  their  cases 
to  an  appropriate  military  tribunal.  It  happens  not  infre- 
quently, however,  that  the  real  offender  is,  not  the  individual, 
but  the  government  of  the  belligerent  state,  or  the  command- 
ing general  of  its  armies  in  a  particular  theatre  of  military 
operations ;  and  the  offence  consists  in  the  violation  of  a  par- 
ticular rule  of  war  by  the  troops  under  such  general's  com- 
mand, or  in  a  failure  on  his  part  to  (Conduct  certain  military 
operations  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  war  as  understood 
and  applied  by  the  general  usage  of  nations.-  In  such  cases, 
as  it  is  obviously  impossible  to  apprehend,  try,  and  punish 
either  the  offending  government,  or  its  military  commander 
in  the  field,  they  are  effectively  coerced  into  obedience  to  the 
rules  of  war  by  an  application  of  a  principle,  presently  to  be 
described,  called  retaliation. 

As  the  laws  of  war  are  equally  obligatory  upon  the  belliger- 
ent states  and  their  allies,  and  upon  the  generals  who  control 

'Hall,  pp.  413-415;  II  Halleck,  2989;  Bluntschli,  §  643  bis ;  Law- 
p.  109;  Daoa's  Wheaton,  $|  347-  rence,  Int.  Law,  pp.  377,  378 ;  III 
349 ;  VII  Pradier-Fod6re,  H  2982  •     F.  De  Martens.  §  119. 
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and  direct  their  military  operations  in  the  field,  it  follows  that 
the  duty  of  observing  those  laws  is  reciprocal,  and  bears  equally 
upon  both  belligerents.  If  either  of  them  violates  a  rule  of 
war,  or  fails  to  conduct  his  operations  in  strict  accordance 
with  the  accepted  usages  of  civilized  warfare,  he  cannot  com- 
plain of  similar  conduct  on  the  part  of  his  enemy;  on  the  con- 
trary, he  must  expect  it.  'Kbe  power  of  compelling  an  enemy 
to  observe  the  rules  of  war,  or  to  refrain  from  violating  any 
particular  one  of  th«m,  is  called  the  right  af  retaliatioA.^  A 
general  who  suffers  a  wrong  at  the  hands  of  an  enemy,  or 
who  finds  that  his  enemy  has  violated  any  of  the  accepted 
usages  of  war,  addresses  him  a  communication  setting  forth 
the  facts  which  constitute  his  ground  of  complaints  If  no 
explanation  or  apology  is  attempted,  or  if  the  enemy  assumes 
the  responsibility  of  the  act,  he  is  justified  in  resorting  to 
measures  of  retaliatioq.  In  choosing  a  means  of  retaliation, 
revenge  cannot  enter  into  the  consideration  or  decision  of 
the  question.  His  sole  purpose  must  be  to  constrain  his 
adversary  to  discontinue  the  irregular  acts  complained  of.^ 
Unless  the  enemy's  act  be  In  gross  violation  of  the  dictates 
of  humanity,  he  must  retaliate  by  resorting  to  the  same  or 
similar  acts  in  his  military  operations.*  States  which  find 
themselves  compelled  in  time  of  peace  to  resort  to  retorsion, 
as  a  means  of  obtaining  justice,  are  permitted  to  make  use  of 
equivalent  wrongs.  Generals  who  are  obliged  to  have  recourse 
to  retaliatory  measures,  however,  must  confine  themselves  to 
the  same  or  similar  acts.  .  This  because  of  the  difficulty  of 
balancing  wrongs,  and  because  the  enemy,  not  appreciating 
the  justice  of  the  remedy  adopted,  may  feel  himself  justified 
in  still  further  departing  from  the  accepted  usages,  and  may 
ultimately  decline  to  be  bound  by  any  of  the  rules  of  civilized 
warfare.' 


\ 


'Hall,  §  135;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  liv.iii.chap.  viii.  §  141;  liv.  iv.chap. 

347 ;  Snow,  p.  97  ;  Woolsey,  S  ^32  ;  Vii,  §  102. 

I  Ferguson,  §  196;  Risley,  p.  126;  *  Woolsey,  §  132;  Risley,  p.  126; 

Creasy,  p.  401 ;  III  Phillimore,  p.  Field,  International  Code,  f$  758, 

156;    Biuntschli,  §  567;    Walker,  759. 

Science  of  Int.  Law,  p.  349;  VatteU  '  The  law  of  war  can  no  more 
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Military  Occupation 

Temporary  Occupation.  When  an  invading  force  has 
taken  secure  possession  of  a  portion  of  the  territory  of  the 
enemy,  such  territory  is  said  to  be  occupied,  and  the  invader 
is  permitted  to  exercise  there  all  the  rights  of  military  occupa- 
tion. The  former  sovereign  has  been  displaced  by  an  applica- 
tion of  military*forcey  but  the  allegiance  of  the  inhabitants  to 
their  former  government,  although  displaced,  or  suspwded, 
by  the  existence  of  war  and  the  fact  of  hostile  occupation,  h^s 
not  been  destroyed.  Their  obedience  to  the  authority  of  the 
invader  is  constrained  and  involuntary,,  and  can  be  retained 
by  him  only  so  long  as  the  occupying  force  is  maintained  at 
such  strength,  throughout  the  extent  of  the  occupied  territory, 
as  to  effectively  compel  such  obedience.* 

History  of  the  Different  Views  of  Occupation.  The 
theory  of  the  Roman  law,  upon  the  subject  of  occupation, 
was  thai  territory,  or  other  property,  lost  by  the  state  or  by  a 
Roman  citissen,  as  a  result  of  war,  became  the  property  of  a 
captor  who  was  sufficiently  powerful  to  occupy  and  retain  it ; 
it  also  provided  that,  during  such  transient  occupancy,  all  the 
rights  of  sovereignty  and  ownership  were  vested,  for  the  time, 
in  the  owner  or  captor.  The  allegiance  of  the  inhabitants  to 
their  former  sovereign  was  legally  dissolved  and  was,  by  the 


wholly  dispense  with  retaliation 
than  can  the  law  of  nations,  of 
which  it  is  a  branch.  Yet  civilized 
nationil  acknowle(}ge  retaliation  as 
the  sternest  feature  o(  war.  A  reck- 
less enemy  often  leaves  to  his  op- 
ponent no  othet  means  of  securing 
himself  against  the  repetition  of 
barbarous  outrage. — Par.  27  Inst, 
for  Armies  of  the  U.  S.  Retalia- 
tion will  therefore,  never  ho  resort-* 
ed  to  as  a  measure  of  mere  revenpfe, 
but  only  as  a  means  of  protective 
retribution,  and,  moreover,  cau- 
tiously and  unavoidably;  that  is 
to  say,  retaliation  shall  only  be  re- 
sorted to  after  careful  inquiry  into 


the  real  occqrrence,  and  the  char- 
acter of  the  misdeeds  that  may  de- 
mand retribution.  Unjust  or  in- 
considerate retaliation  removes  the 
belligerents  fartherand  farther  from 
the  mitigating  rules  of  a  regular  war, 
and  by  rapid  steps  leads  them  nearer 
to  the  internecine  wars  of  savages. 
—Par.  28  Ibid. 

»  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  346c;  U.  S. 
VS'  Pcrchcman.  7  Peters,  86,  87; 
I^itendorfer  %as.  Webb,  20  Howard. 
176;  U.  S.  vs,  Moreno,  i  Wallace, 
400;  II  Halleck.  pp.  462-465;  Ris^ 
ley.  pp.  135-139;  Hall,  pp.462,  463; 
Creasy,  pp.  496,  497. 
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very  fact  of  such  hostile  occupation,  transferred  to  the  new 
sovereign.  This  view  was  maintained,  in  practice,  until  after 
the  middle  of  the  eighteenth  centurj'/ 

Towards  the  close  of  the  last  century,  however,  and  as  a 
consequence  of  the  frequent  cases  of  occupation  during  the 
wars  that  followed  the  French  Revolution,  a  different  view 
began  to  prevail.  '  The  doctrine  of  a  complete  transfer  of 
allegiance  and  sovereignty  was  generally  abandoned,  and  was 
replaced  by  a  theory  of  temporary  substitution  of  sovereign- 
ty, involving  a  temporary  transfer  of  allegiance  on  the  part  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  occupied  territory*  This  view  may  be 
stated  as  follows :  "  The  power  to  protect  is  the  foundation  of 
the  duty  of  allegiance ;  when,  therefore,  a  state  ceases  to  be 
able  to  protect  a  portion  of  its  subjects,  it  loses  its  claim  upon 
their  allegiance,  and  they  either  directly  pass  under  a  tem- 
porary or  qualified  allegiance  to  the  conqueror,  or,  as  it  is  also 
put,  being  able,  in  their  state  of  freedom,  to  enter  into  a  com- 
pact with  the  invader,  they  tacitly  agree  to  acknowledge  his 
sovereignty  in  consideration  of  the  relinquishment  by  him  of 
the  extreme  rights  of  war  which  he  holds  over  their  lives  and 
property."  * 

Difference  of  Opinion  as  to  the  Meaning  of  the  Term 
Occupation*  The  precise  meaning  of  the  term  occupation  has 
given  rise  to  much  difference  of  opinion.  A  definition  was 
adopted  by  The  Hague  Conference,  in  1899;  in  accordance 
with  which  territory  is  regarded  as  occupied  "  when  it  finds 
itself  placed  in  fact  under  the  authority  of  the  hostile  army. 
The  occupation  only  extends  to  those  territories  where  this 
authority  is  established  and  in  a  position  to  be  exercised.'** 
As  the  conclusions  of  the  Peace  Conference  were  expressed  in 
the  form  of  a  treaty,  it  follows  that  the  principle  above  set 

*  Grotius,  liv.  iii.  chap.  viii.  S  4;  Martens,  Precis,  S  280;  Shanks  vs. 

Albericus  Gentilis,  De  Jure  Belli,  Dupont»  3  Peters,  246;  II  Halleck, 

liv.  iii.  chap,  v.;  Hall,  pp.  462, 463;  pp.  462-464;  IV  Calvo,  f  2166. 

De  Martens,  Pr6ci3,f  280;  Heffter,  'Article    i    Hague  Conference; 

§132;    Creasy,  pp.  496-502;    Law-  Creasy,  pp.  496-504;  Lawrence,  Int. 

rence.  Int.  Law,  {  200.  Law,  SS^oo,  2or;  IV  Calvo.  §}  2166^ 

'  Hall,  p.  467;  KlUber,  {  256;  De  2192. 
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forth  now  constitutes  the  rule  of  international  law  on  this  sub- 
ject, in  so  far  as  the  signatory  parties  to  that  instrument  are 
concerned.   . 

Opposing  Views.  Two  views  have  been  advanced  as  to 
what  constitutes  military  occupation.  One,  maintained  by 
England  and  the  smaller  European  states,  regards  a  portion  of 
territory  as  occupied  only  when  it  is  held  by  a  force  sufficient 
to  maintain,  at  all  points,  the  authority  of  the  invader,  and  to 
suppress  uprisings  against  such  authority^  The  Swiss  dele- 
gate to  the  Brussels  Conference  properly  compared  this  view 
of  military  occupation  to  a  valid  blockade ;  both,  to  be  bind- 
ing, must  be  maintained  in  sufficient  force  to  be  effective. 
The  other,  and  opposite  view,  is  supported  by  some  of  the 
more  powerful  Continental  states ;  they  regard  occupation  as 
complete  when  the  principal  armies  of  the  enemy  have  been 
defeated  and  the  authority  of  the  legitimate  government  has 
been  displaced  or  overthrown.  Obedience  then  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  population,  independently  of  the  force  by  which 
such  authority  is  maintained.  Risings  against  the  authority 
of  an  invader  are  by  them  viewed  as  illegal ;  subjecting  per- 
sons, districts,  and  towns  who  favor  them,  or  who  take  part  in 
them,  to  severe  punishments. 

The  operation  of  this  rule  would  work  to  the  advantage 
of  states  which  maintain  large  standing  armies,  and  would 
greatly  facilitate  aggressive  warfare.  It  would  operate  with 
greatest  force  against  states  which  maintain  small  permanent 
establishments,  whose  policy  is  rather  'defensive  than  offensive, 
and  who  are  obliged  to  rely,  in  time  of  war,  upon  the  united 
resistance  of  their  entire  combatant  population. 

Of  the  two  views  which  have  been  described,  there  can  be 
no  question  that  the  former  is  more  nearly  in  accordance  with 
the  present  rule  of  international  law.  Occupation  is  an  act 
of  force,  the  authority  of  the  invader  is  maintained  by  force, 
the  obedience  of  the  population  is  compelled  by  force,  and 
obedience  exists  only  so  long  as  the  constraint  continues. 
The  right  of  revolution  is  now  recognized  to  exist,  even  against 
the  regular  government  of  a  state,  which  rests  upon  the  pre- 
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sumed  consent  of  the  governed.  Still  more  does  the  right  of 
armed  resistance  exist  against  an  authority,  which  not  only 
has  no  basis  in  the  consent  of  the  governed,  but  which  is  en- 
forced and  maintained,  against  such  consent,  by  superior  mili- 
tary force* 

Present  View  of  Occupation.  A  portion  of  the  territory 
of  the  enemy  is  therefore  said  to  be  occupied  when  the  author- 
ity of  the  former  government  has  been  overthrown  within  its 
boundaries,  and  it  is  held  by  a  sufficient  military  force  to  pre- 
vent uprising,  to  protect  life  and  property,  and  secure  the 
prevalence  of  order  throughout  the  occupied  district.  Occu- 
pation is  thus  seen  to  be  a  question  of  fact  and  can  never  be 
presumed ;  if  a  territory  frees  itself  from  the  exercise  of  this 
authority,  it  ceases  to  be  regarded  as  occupied.* 

In  accordance  with  the  present  view  of  occupation,  there- 
fore, no  permanent  change  ensues  in  the  national  character, 
or  allegiance,  of  the  population  of  an  occupied  territory  as  a 
result  of  the  mere  fact  of  occupation.  The  invader  maintains 
himself  in  such  territory  by  force.  The  relation  existing,  be- 
tween  the  commanding  general  of  the  occupying  force  and 
the  population,  is  not  that  of  allegiance,  but  of  constrained 
obedience ;  and  it  exists  only  so  long  as  he  is  able  to  compel 
such  obedience  by  force.  The  authority  exercised  by  an  in- 
vader is  something  entirely  different  from  that  exercised  by 
the  legitimate  government,  and  rests  upon  an  entirely  differ* 
ent  basis.  In  most  respects  it  is  greater  and  more  extensive 
than  the  latter,  and  has  no  foundation  in  the  consent  of  the 
governed. 

The  legitimate  government  of  the  occupied  territory  fs  tem- 
porarily displaced  and  overthrown ;  the  functions  of  its  officers 
and  agents  are  suspended,  and  the  territory  is  ruled  by  martial 
law.  The  ordinary  civil  laws  of  the  country  continue  to  exist, 
and  the  courts  are  permitted  to  administer  them,  but  they  do 
so  at  the  pleasure  of  the  commanding  general  of  the  occupy- 

*I  Ferguson,  pp.  296,297;  Ar-  Walker,  Manual,  pp.  143-145;  Hall, 
tides  42-56   Hague   Conference;     pp.  469,  470;  Creasy,  pp.  502-505. 
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ing  forces.  No  guarantees,  constitutional  or  otherwise,  are 
effective  against  his  will,  and  his  consent  to  their  existence, 
or  execution,  may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time.  The  occupation 
is  military^  not  civile  and  the  invader,  in  carrying  on  his  govern- 
ment, is  controlled  by  various  considerations,  among  which, 
from  the  necessities  of  the  case,  those  of  a  military  character 
are  Hkely  to  prevail.* 

Rights  of  Occupation.  The  movable  property  of  the  dis- 
placed  government  vests  in  the  belligerent  invader  by  right  of 
capture.  He  may  make  such  use  of  the  state  property  and  lands 
as  he  sees  fit,  and  the  Income  from  such  property  is  payable 
to  him  during  the  period  of  his  occupation.  Taxes  due,  and 
payable,  are  collected  by  his  authority,  and  are  expended 
under  his  direction.  If  he  increases  them,  or  imposes  any 
other  burdens  or  exactions  upon  persons  or  property,  he 
does  so  by  virtue  of  his  right  to  levy  contributions  and 
requisitions.' 


*  Boyd's  Wheaton,  $  346c ;  U.  S. 
vs.  Rice,  4  Wheaton,  246 ;  Fleming 
vs.  Pace,  9  Howard,  603,  614;  11 
Halleck,  pp.  449-453;  Lawrence. 
Int.  Law,  1$  201.  203  ;  IV  Calvo.  §§ 
2166-2194;  II  Guelle,  pp.  11-173; 
I  Difl.  Int.  Law,  (  3. 

'  The  conquering  power  has  a 
right  to  displace  the  pre-existing 
authority  and  to  assume,  to  such 
extent  as  it  may  deem  proper,  the 
exercise  by  itself  of  all  powers  and 
functions  of  fi^overnment.  It  may 
appoint  all  the  necessary  officers 
and  clothe  them  with  designated 
powers,  larger  or  smaller,  accord- 
ing to  its  pleasure.  It  may  pre- 
scribe the  revenues  to  be  paid,  and 
apply  them  to  its  own  use  or  other- 
wise. It  may  do  anything  neces- 
sary to  strengthen  itself  and  weak- 
en the  enemy.  There  is  no  limit 
to  the  powers  that  may  be  exerted 
in  such  cases,  save  those  which  are 
found  in  the  laws  and  usages  of  war. 
— New  Orleans  w.  Steamship  Com- 
pany, ao  Wallace,  387  [394].    An 


island  conquered  and  occupied  by 
the  enemy  is,  for  belligerent  and 
commercial  purposes,  his  soil.  The 
produce  of  that  soil  is  liable  to  con- 
demnation while  it  belongs  to  the 
individual  proprietor  of  the  soil 
which  produced  it,  although  he  is 
a  neutral.  —  Thirty  Hogsheads  of 
Sugar  vs.  Boyle,  9  Cranch,  191.  By 
the  conquest  and  military  occupa- 
tion of  a  portion  of  the  territory  of 
the  United  States  by  a  public  ene- 
my, that  portion  is  to  be  deemed  a 
foreign  country,  so  far  as  respects 
our  revenue  laws.  —  United  States 
V5,  Rice,  4  Wheaton,  246.  By  the 
conquest  and  occupation  of  Castine, 
that  territory  passed  under  the  tem- 
porary allegiance  and  sovereignty 
of  the  enenw.  The  sovereignty  of 
the  United  States  over  the  territory 
was  suspended  during  such  occupa- 
tion, so  that  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  could  not  be  rightfully  en- 
forced there,  or  be  obligatory  upon 
the  inhabitants  who  remained  and 
submitted  to  the  conquerors.  — 
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The  purpose  of  war  is  to  obtain  redress  for  an  international 
wrong.  To  accomplish  this  purpose  the  use  of  force  which  is 
excessive,  or  which  does  not  directly  contribute  to  the  end  in 
view,  is  not  lawful.  An  invader^  therefore,  is  not  justified, 
during  his  temporary  occupancy,  in  making  political  or  consti- 
tutional changes  in  the  government  of  the  occupied  territory.' 

The  officers  and  men  of  the  occupying  forces  are  exempt 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  occupied  territory; 
and  this  immunity  continues  during  the  entire  period  of  the 
occupation.  Offences  committed  by  them  are,  during  the 
occupation,  exclusively  triable  by  military  tribunals.*  It  is 
usual  for  the  commanding  general  of  the  occupying  forces 
to  announce  this  immunity  in  appropriate  proclamations  or 
orders,  but  the  immunity  is  independent  of,  and  is  not  created 
by,  such  announcement.  - 

The  civil  courts  of  the  country  should  be  kept  open,  and, 
wherever  practicable,  the  subordinate  officers  of  the  adminis- 
tration should  be  continued  in  their  functions;  supported  and 
sustained,  if  need  be,  by  the  military  force  of  the  invader. 
The  responsibility  of  maintaining  public  order,  and  of  punish- 
ing crime,  falls  directly  upon  the  commanding  general  of  the 
occupying  force.  In  the  performance  of  this  duty  he  may 
make  use  of  the  local  criminal  courts,  wholly  or  in  part ;  or  he 
may  resort  to  martial  law," 


U.  S.  vs.  Hayward,  2  GalHsonp  485 
[501];  Bluntschli.  §§  531-548. 

» II  Halleck.  pp.  449-453 ;  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  §  346c ;  Snow,  pp.  109- 
113;  Hall,  pp.  469,  470 :  Woolsey. 
S  153:  IV  Calvo,  S§  2166.  2167. 

•  Dow  vs,  Johnson.  100  U.  S. 
158,  164;  Coleman  vs,  Tennessee, 
97  U.  S.  506. 

'  California,  or  the  port  of  San 
Francisco,  had  been  conquered  by 
the  arms  of  the  United  States  as 
early  as  1846.  Shortly  afterward, 
the  United  States  had  military  pos- 
session of  all  of  Upper  California. 
Early  in  1847,  the  President,  as 
constitutional  commander-in-chief 


of  the  Army  and  Navy,  authorized 
the  military  and  naval  commander 
of  our  forces  in  California  to  exer- 
cise the  belligerent  rights  of  a  con- 
queror, and  to  form  a  civil  govern- 
ment for  the  conquered  country, 
and  to  impose  duties  on  imports 
and  tonnage  as  military  contribu- 
tions for  the  support  of  the  govern- 
ment and  of  the  army  which  had 
the  conquest  in  possession.  ...  No 
one  can  doubt  that  these  orders  of 
the  President,  and  the  action  of 
our  army  and  navy  commander  in 
conformity  with  them,  were  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  arms  and  the  right 
of  conquest,  or  that  they  were  op- 
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Martial  Law.  Martial  lazv^  or,  to  speak  more  correctly, 
military  rule,  or  the  law  of  hostile  occupation,  is  a  term  applied 
tp  the  government  of  an  occupied  territory  by  the  command- 
ing general  of  the  invading  force.  Martial  law  also  prevails  in 
the  immediate  theatre  of  operations  of  an  army  in  the  field.' 
The  reason  in  both  cases  is  the  same.  The  ordinary  agencies 
of  government,  including  the  machinery  provided  for  the  pre- 
vention  and  punishment  of  crime,  are  suspended  by  the  fact 
of  war.  This  suspension  takes  place  at  a  time  when  society 
is  violently  disturbed,  when  the  usual  restraints  of  law  are  at  a 
minimum  of  efficiency,  and  when  the  need  of  such  restraints 
is  the  greatest  possible.  This  state  of  affairs  is  the  direct  re- 
sult of  the  invasion,  or  occupation,  of  the  disturbed  territory 
by  an  enemy.  The  only  organized  power  capable  of  restoring 
and  maintaining  order  is  that  of  the  invading  force,  which  is 
vested  in  its  commanding  general.  Upon  him,  therefore,  in- 
ternational law  places  the  responsibility  of  preserving  order, 
punishing  crime,  and  protecting  life  and  property  within  the 
limits  of  his  command.  His  power  in  the  premises  is  equal 
to  his  responsibility.  In  cases  of  extreme  urgency,  such  as 
arise  after  a  great  battle,  or  the  capture  of  a  besieged  place  or 
a  defended  town,  he  may  suspend  all  law,  and  may  punish 
crimes  summarily,  or  by  tribunals  of  his  own  constitution.' 


erative  until  the  ratification  and  ex- 
change of  a  treaty  of  peace.  Such 
would  be  the  case  upon  general 
principles  in  respect  to  war  and 
peace  between  nations.  In  this  in- 
stance it  is  recognized^  by  the  treaty 
itself. — Cross  vs,  Harrison,  16  How- 
ard, 190.  The  Constitution  did  not 
prohibit  the  creation  by  military 
authority  of  courts  for  the  trial  of 
civil  causes  during  the  civil  war  in 
conquered  portions  of  the  insurgent 
states.  The  establishment  of  such 
courts  was  the  exercise  of  the  or- 
dinary rights  of  conquest.  —  Me- 
chanics and  Traders' Bank  7/j.  Union 
Bank,  22  Wallace,  276. 

*  Creasy,  pp.  505-507;  Finlason, 
p.  107 ;  Pomeroy,  Const.  Law,  pp. 


475-480;  I  Kent,  p.  178,  note;  I 
Cooley's  Blackstone,  p.  413,  note; 
Luther  vs,  Borden,  7  Howard,  i, 
45 ;  Ex  parte  Mllligan,  4  Wallace,  2. 
•  Hall,  pp.  469. 470 ;  II  Ferguson, 
§§  187,  269;  Risley,  pp.  135-139; 
Snow,  pp.  109- 1 13;  Creasy,  pp. 
505-507 ;  Instructions  to  Armies 
of  the  United  States,  etc.,  pars,  i- 
13.  Martial  law  is  the  law  of  mili- 
tary necessitv  in  the  actual  presence 
of  war.  It  IS  administered  by  the 
general  of  the  army,  and  is  in  fact 
his  will.  Of  necessity  it  is  arbi- 
trary, but  it  must  be  obeyed. — 
United  States  vs,  Diekelman,  92 
U.  S.  526.  A  merchant  vessel  of 
one  country  visiting,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  trade,  a  port  of  another 
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If  his  occupation  be  temporary^  amounting  to  a  mere  pas- 
sage through  a  portion  of  the  enemy's  territory,  he  may  de- 
cline to  interfere  in  local  affairs,  further  than  to  make  such 
transient  dispositions  as  will  protect  non-combatants  and  their 
property  along  his  line  of  march..  If  he  occupies  a  district  for 
a  considerable  period  of  time  his  responsibility  becomes  more 
general,  and  the  performance  of  his  duty  more  intricate  and 
difficult.  To  deduce  a  rule  that  shall  control  a  general  com- 
manding in  an  enemy*s  country,  his  position  and  duty  must 
be  clearly  understood.  He  appears  in  the  occupied  territory 
as  an  agent  of  his  government,  charged  with  conduct  of  cer- 
tain military  operations..  His  first  responsibility  is  to  his  own 
government,  for  the  successful  conduct  of  the  military  opera- 
tions with  the  direction  of  which  he  is  charged.  In  carrying 
on  those  operations  his  government  and  himself  are  bound  by 
the  laws  of  war.  The  usages  of  war  authorize  him  to  employ 
certain  forcible  measures  towards  his  enemy.  They  forbid  in- 
discriminate violence,  the  use  of  excessive  force,  or  the  use  of 
any  force  which  does  not  contribute  directly  to  the  fend  for 
which  the  war  is  undertaken.  His  exercise  of  authority  in  the 
occupied  territory  must,  therefore,  be  the  least  possible,  con- 
sistent with  these  ends.  He  may  suspend  the  constitution 
and  municipal  laws,  but  he  cannot  change  them,  because  such 
changes  in  no  way  contribute  to  the  prosecution  of  the  ^ar. 
He  can  impose  no  unusual  or  unauthorized  burdens  upon  per- 
sons and  property,  because  the  laws  of  war  require  him  to 
protect  them.* 

If  the  territory  is  to  be  occupied  for  a  considerable  time, 
but  without  the  intention,  on  the  part  of  the  invader,  of  per- 
manently incorporating  it  in  his  own  dominions,  it  is  usual  to 
permit  the  local  laws  to  prevail,  and  to  sanction  their  enforce- 
ment by  the  existing  courts  and  other  legal  agencies.  Crimes 
of  special  atrocity,  offences  against  the  laws  of  war,  and  crimes 

where  martial  law  has  been  estab-  '  Hall,  pp.  469-478;  II  Halleck, 

lished.  under  belligerent  risht, sub-  pp.  446-477 ;  Risley,  pp.  134-140; 

Jects  herself  to  that  law  while  she  Creasy,  pp.  504-510. 
IS  in  such  port.— Ibid.  _ 
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over  which  neither  the  local  nor  military  courta  have  jurisdic- 
tion, are  tried  and  punished  by  military  commissions,  or  other 
special  tribunals,  constituted  for  the  purpose  by  the  command"* 
ing  general.  The  existence  of  these  tribunals  is  recognized  by 
the  laws  of  war  as  a  necessity  of  martial  rule.' 

Indefinite  Occupation*  When  territory  comes  into  the 
temporary  possession  of  a  state,  as  a  result  of  war,  and  its 
ultimate  disposition  is  to  be  subsequently  determined,  the 
state  into  whose  temporary  possession  it  passes  becomes  vest- 
ed with  full  rights  of  sovereignty,  in  so  far  as  foreign  states 
and  its  former  sovereign  are  concerned,  from  the  date  of  the 
occupation,  which  is  confirmed  by  the  treaty  of  peacew  In 
respect  to  the  occupied  territory,  however,  the  new  sovereign 
occupies,  in  most  respects,  the  status  of  a  trustee.  If  his 
duties  are  not  defined  by  the  treaty  of  peace  they  are  deter- 
mined by  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  he  administers 
the  affairs  of  the  territory  in  the  interest  of  its  inhabitants 
until  the  question  of  its  ultimate  disposition  has  been  lawfully 
determined;  While  all  governmental  authority,  legislative 
and  judicial,  as  well  as  executive,  vests  in  the  new  sovereign, 
such  authority  must  be  exercised  with  constant  reference  to 
its  transient  and  temporary  character.  "  He  is  therefore  for- 
bidden, as  a  general  rule,  to  vary  or  suspend  laws  affecting 
property  and  private  personal  relations,  or  which  regulate  the 
moral  order  of  the  community.  Commonly,  also,  he  has  not 
the  right  to  interfere  with  the  public  exercise  of  religion,  or  to 
restrict  expression  of  opinion  upon  matters  not  directly  touch* 
ing  his  rule."* 

Permanent  Occupation.  The  rules  which  have  been  dis- 
cussed refer  to  cases  of  temporary  or  indefinite  occupation. 

*  II  Halleck,  pp.  452-454.  occupation  of  Tampico  by  the  arms 

*  Hall  §  155;  Bluntschli,  SS  539  of  the  United  States  durir^  the  war 
540 ;  Creasy,  p.  507 ;  Proclamation  with  Mexico,  thougrh  sufncient  to 
of  Count  Bismarck- Boh len  to  in-  cause  it  to  he  regarded  by  other 
habitants  of  Alsace,  August  30, 1 87 1 ,  nations  as  part  of  our  territory,  did 
D'Angeberg,  No.  371;  Dana's  Whea-  not  make  it  a  part  of  the  United 


ton,  I  347.  note  169 ;  Risley,  p.  137 ;     States  under  our  Constitution  and 
II  Halleck,  pp.  450-451;!  Wild-     laws.  —  F 
man,  pp.  162- j  04.   The  capture  and     ard,  603. 
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When  a  conquest  is  to  be  made  permanent,  as  when  territory 
is  acquired  by  conquest,  or  a  province  is  recovered  by  the  state 
to  which  it  originally  belonged,  a  belligerent  is  justified  in 
making  such  permanent  political  changes  as  he  may  deem  ex- 
pedient or  necessary. 

In  so  far  as  the  property  rights  of  individuals  are  concerned, 
however,  "it  is  very  unusual,  even  in  cases  of  conquest,  for 
the  conqueror  to  do  more  than  to  displace  the  sovereign  and 
assume  dominion  over  the  country.  The  modern  usage  of 
nations,  which  has  become  law,  would  be  violated ;  that  sense 
of  justice  and  of  right  which  is  acknowledged  and  felt  by  the 
whole  civilized  world  would  be  outraged,  if  private'^roperty 
should  be  generally  confiscated,  and  private  rights  annulled. 
The  people  change  their  allegiance;  their  relation  to  their 
ancient  sovereign  is  dissolved ;  but  their  relations  to  each  other, 
and  their  rights  of  property,  remain  undisturbed."* 

The  Intercourse  of  Belligerents  in  War 

Necessity  and  Sanction.  Although  the  rule  of  non-inter- 
course between  belligerent  states  prevails  with  great  strictness 
during  the  existence  of  war  between  them,  it  would  be  impos- 
sible even  for  hostilities  to  be  carried  on,  if  all  intercourse, 
irrespective  of  its  character  and  purpose,  were  to  be  absolute- 
ly prohibited.  International  law  recognizes  this  necessity, 
and  deduces  from  the  usages  of  nations  in  war  the  rules 
governing  such  intercourse,  the  conditions  upon  which  it  is 
based,  and  the  formalities  with  which  it  shall  begin  and  end. 
Such  intercourse,  to  be  lawful,  must  have  some  direct  connec- 
tion with  the  existing  state  of  war,  or  must  be  carried  on  with 
a  view  to  the  re-establishment  of  friendly  relations. 


'  U.  S.  vs.  Percheman,  7  Peters, 
51.  86;  III  Phillimore,  §§  53^544. 
579-596 ;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  (§  3-5 ; 
II  Ibid.  §  187;  III  Ibid.  §  354;  IV 
Calvo,  {§  2453-2490;  Bluntschli,  §§ 
389.  576,  715,  733;  II  Guelle,  pp. 
351-258;  II  Ferguson,  §309;  Law- 
rence, Int.  Law,  §  239 ;  United  States 
vs,  Repentigny,  5   Wallace,    211; 


Strother  vs.  Lucas,  12  Peters,  410; 
Mitchell  vs.  United  States,  9  Ibid. 
711 ;  More  vs.  Steinbach,  127  U.  S. 
70;  Leitensdorfer  vs.  Webb,  20 
Howard,  176;  United  States  vs. 
Huckabee,  16  Wallace,  414;  voL  iii. 
Revue  de  Droit  International,  pp. 
531-539;  iv.  Ibid.  622;  v.  Ibid.  69- 
121,  252-254,  53«-539- 
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Flags  of  Truce.  Communication  between  belligerents  in 
the  field  is  established  by  means  of  flags  of  truce.  They  are 
sent  towards  the  enemy's  lines  habitually  during  an  interval  of 
active  operations.  In  case  of  extreme  urgency  they  may  be 
sent  during  an  engagement.  Though  each  party  has  a  right 
to  send  them,  there  is  no  corresponding  obligation  on  the  part 
of  the  enemy  to  receive  them,  though  it  is  usual  to  do  so  save 
in  very  exceptional  cases. -^  After  due  notification  has  been 
given  they  may  be  warned  away ;  and,  after  a  reasonable  time 
has  been  given  to  allow  them  to  withdraw,  they  may  be  fired 
upon.  An  ofiicer  coming  under  a  flag  of  truce  has  no  right 
to  enter  the  enemy's  lines,  nor  can  he  demand  that  he  be  con- 
ducted into  the  presence  of  the  commanding  general.  As  a 
matter  of  strict  right  he  cannot  expect  to  pass  the  outposts 
of  the  hostile  army.  His  message,  if  written,  may  there  be 
transferred  to  the  officer  receiving  him,  or,  if  verbal,  the  bel- 
ligerent may  demand  that  it  be  reduced  to  writing,  or  that  it 
be  delivered  orally  to  such  person  as  the  commanding  general 
may  designate  to  receive  it. 

If  permitted  to  pass  the  outposts  he  may  be  blindfolded,  or 
resort  may  be  had  to  such  other  means  as  will  prevent  him 
from  obtaining  information.  While  the  officer  accompanying 
a  flag  may  see  whatever  the  enemy  permits  him  to  see,  while 
in  that  enemy's  lines  under  a  flag  of  truce,  and  the  bearer  of  a 
bona  fide  message,  the  rules  of  war  justly  forbid  the  sending 
of  flags  of  truce  with  a  view  of  obtaining  information,  either 
directly  or  indirectly.  The  present  rule  of  war  regards  the 
use  of  flags  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  information  as  illegal 
and  dishonorable,  subjecting  the  bearer  to  punishment  as  a 
spy.* 

Safe-conducts  and  Safeguards.  A  safe-conduct  is  a  pass 
given  to  an  enemy  subject  by  the  general  commanding  an 
army  in  the  field.  It  authorizes  the  bearer  to  pass  from  one 
specified  point  to  another,  by  a  specified  route,  and  within 

'II  Halleck,  p.  342;  Risley.  pp.  96.  97;  Boyd's  Whcaton,  §411!; 
152,  155;  Hall.  p.  540;  Snow,  pp.     Ill  Phillimore,  p.  184. 
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certain  stated  limits  of  time.  If  the  authority  granted  be  ex- 
ceeded, the  holder  is  liable  to  be  regarded  as  a  prisoner  of  war. 
If  undue  advantage  be  taken  of  a  safe-conduct,  to  obtain  in- 
formation, the  offender  violates  the  laws  of  war,  and  may  be 
punished  accordingly.^  b^^saftgu^rd  is  a  writLen  protection 
to  persons,  or  property,  or  both,  such  persons  being  resident, 
or  property  situated,  within  the  lines  of  the  general  issuing  it. 
It  is  given  upon  the  authority,  and  by,  or  in  the  name  5f,  the 
generaUn^chief,  and  is  binding  upon  all  persons  under  his  com- 
mand. *'  Sometimes  they  are  delivered  to  the  parties  whose 
persons  or  property  are  to  be  protected ;  at  others  they  are 
posted  upon  the  property  itself,  as  upon  a  church,  museum, 
library,  public  office,  or  private  dwelling..  They  are  particu- 
larly useful  in  the  assault  of  a  place,  or  after  its  capture,  or 
after  the  termination  of  a  battle,  to  protect  the  persons  or 
property  of  friends  from  destruction  by  an  excited  soldiery."* 

Violations  of  either  safe-conducts  or  safeguards  are  punished 
with  the  greatest  severity. 

It  is  seen  that  safe -conducts  and  safeguards  are  binding 
upon  the  troops  commanded  by  the  general  who  issues  or 
signs  them.  Whoever  violates  them,  therefore,  not  only 
violates  the  laws  of  war,  but  is  also  guilty  of  the  most  serious 
of  all  military  offences-r-disobedience  of  orders.  F*or  this  rea- 
son escorts  are  usually  furnished  to  enforce  respect  to  these 
instruments,  and  severe  penalties  are  imposed  upon  those  who 
violate  them.  Such  escorts  or  guards  are  justified  in  resort- 
ing to  the  severest  measures  to  punish  any  violation  of  their 
trust. 

Licenses  to  Trade.  Licenses  to  trade  are  written  instru- 
ments authorizing  their  holders  to  engage  in  certain  trade 
with  the  enemy.  The  rules  in  accordance  with  which  the 
trade  is  to  be  conducted,  the  articles  to  be  bought,  sold» 
or  exchanged,  the  amount  of  trade  authorized,  the  vehicles, 

*  II  Halleck,  pp.  351-353;  Risley,  *  II  Halleck,  p.  353;  Risley,  pp. 

pp.  iq6,  157;  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  158,  159;  Hall.  p.  555;  Woolsey,  § 

xvii.  {§  265-277;  Hall.  pp.  553-556;  155;  Vattel.  liv.  iii.  chap.  iv.  {  171; 

Woolsey.  §  265 ;  I  Quelle,  p*  231.  I  Quelle,  p.  233. 
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whether  ships  or  wagons,  etc.,  in  which  it  is  to  be  carried 
on,  are  all  specifically  laid  down  in  the  permit  A  breach  of 
any  of  its  conditions  involves  the  forfeiture  of  the  goods,  con- 
veyances, and  other  implements  engaged,  as  it  constitutes  an 
offence  similar  to  breach  of  blockade. 

Licenses  are  issued  by  a  belligerent  government,  or  by  a  gen- 
eral in  the  field,  with  the  sanction  of  his  governments  Trade 
carried  on  under  them  becomes  legal,  and  is  so  regarded  by 
courts  of  the  state  by  whom  the  license  is  granted.* 

Cartels  and  Capitulations.  A  cartel  is  an  agreement  en- 
tered into  between  the  commanding  generals  of  opposing 
armtes,  or  fleets,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  an  exchange  of 
prisoners.     Cqfitulalions  are  compacts  entered  into,  between 

le  same  parties,  to  regulate  the  detailjs  of  surrender  of  a  for- 

ti^ed'nP'^^c^r^'^^^^^  ^f  ^^y  ^''  *  defeated  army  in  the  field* 
They  are  drawn  up  in  the  same  manner  as  treaties,  though 
not  with  the  same  formalities,  and  are  interpreted  in  accord- 
ance with  the  same  rule^.  The  general  commanding  an  army 
in  the  field  is  presumed  to  have  authority  to  make  them,  and 
to  give  effect  to  their  provisions.  If  he  lacks  such  authority, 
or  if  his  powers  in  this  respect  be  limited,  it  is  his  duty  to  so 
notify  his  enemy/ 

The  Termination  of  War 

Truce  and  Peace.  A  truce,  or  suspension  of  arms,  is  a  dis- 
continuance of  hostile  operations  over  the  whole,  or  a  part,  of 
the  theatre  of  military  operations.  They  are  classified  accord- 
ing to  their  purpose  and  duration,  and  according  to  the  author- 
ity of  the  officers  who  may  make  them,  into  special  and  general 
truces*  A  special  truce  may  be  entered  into  by  officers,  of  any 
grade,  who  command  armies  or  separate  detachments.  They 
are  always  of  a  temporary  character,  and  are  made  for  the  pur- 

'  II  Halleck,  pp.  154-160,  364-     264;   Snow,  p.  98;  Hall,  pp.  411, 
179;  Risley.pp.  158,  159;  Woolsey.     548  ;_Woolsey.  §  154;  Risley,p.  157; 


379;  Kisiey.pp.  155,  159;  wooisey, 
§155;  Hall  pp.  553-556;  Snow, 
pp.  101,  102;   Boyd's  Wheaton.  §{ 


I    Twiss,    pp.   353-355;   Boyd's 
§S     Wheaton,  §§  253.  254,  405,  41101; 
541,  409-4ioa;  Calvo,  §§  1 969-1996.     Ill   Phillimore,  pp.  181-183;    II 
*  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  zvi.  §§  261-     Halleck,  pp.  348,  349,  483. 
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pose  of  arranging  the  details  of  surrender  of  a  defeated  army 
or  besieged  place;  for  burying  the  dead  or  removing  the 
wounded  after  a  battle  or  assault ;  or  for  conveying  a  mes- 
sage to  the  enemy,  and  receiving  his  reply,  in  some  matter  of 
necessary  intercourse.  These  truces  may  be  verbal  or  written. 
In  general  the  agreement  consists  in  the  letter  of  one  general 
proposing  a  truce  for  a  certain  purpose,  and  in  the  reply  of  his 
adversary  accepting  the  proposed  arrangement*  The  duration 
of  the  truce,  in  point  of  time,  is  precisely  stated  in  the  agree- 
ment ;  and  the  truce  expires,  without  notice,  at  the  hour  fixed 
for  its  termination..  Special  truces  are  binding  upon  all  per- 
sons under  the  command  of  the  officers  who  make  them.' 

What  may  be  Done  during  a  Special  Truce.  During  a 
truce  the  contracting  parties  are  bound  to  refrain  from  all  acts 
of  hostility,  and  to  desist  from  all  military  operations  of  a  hos- 
tile character,  and  from  all  preparatory  movements  or  ma- 
noeuvres which  could  not  have  been  performed  during  the 
continuance  of  hostilities,  or  which  would  have  been  performed 
under  the  fire  of  the  enemy.  This  rule  of  conduct  is  deduced 
from  the  definition  of  a  truce — a  suspension  of  hostilities.  The 
end  of  a  truce  should  find  both  belligerents  in  precisely  the 
same  situation  in  which  they  were  when  it  began.  Whatever 
could  have  been  done  without  regard  to  the  enemy  during 
hostilities  may  continue  to  be  done  during  a  truce.  The 
movement  of  trains  over  a  line  of  supply,  the  process  of  col- 
lecting forage  and  provisions,  by  requisition,  in  districts  within 
the  secure  control  of  either  party,  may  continue  during  a  truce. 
It  has  also  been  contended  that  a  closely  invested  place  may 
stipulate  for  the  privilege  of  receiving  an  amount  of  supplies 
equivalent  to  that  consumed  during  the  truce.  In  strict  jus- 
tice, perhaps,  this  claim  should  be  admitted.  The  fall  of  such 
a  place,  however,  is  usually  only  a  question  of  time;  the  be- 
sieger occupies  a  position  of  decided  advantage,  and  the  parties 

*  Vattel.  liv.  iii.  chap.  xvi.  §1  234,  156;  Snow,  pp.  113,  114;  Creasy, 

235:  II  Halleck. pp. 342-349;  Boyd's  §§    468-472;   Hall,  §§    543    546; 

Wheaton,  §§  401-407;    III  Philli-  Woolsey.  §  156. 
more.  pp.  184-189;  Risley,pp.  153- 
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enter  the  truce  upon  very  unequal  terms.  The  besieger,  there- 
fore, may  properly  decline  to  yield  the  advantage  which  he  has 
fairly  earned,  by  permitting  provisions  to  be  introduced  into 
the  besieged  place.  To  avoid  difficulty  and  misunderstanding, 
it  is  always  desirable  to  specify,  in  the  agreement,  what  particu- 
lar acts  may  or  may  not  be  done  during  its  continuance.' 

4-  General  Truce  or  Armistice  is  an  entire  suspension  of  arms 
overThe" whole' theatre  of  military  operation^.  It  is  made  by 
the  belligerent  governments,  or,  with  their  authority,  by.  the 
generals  commanding  in  the  field,  and  includes  within  its  scope 
all  operations  and  forces  of  whatever  character.  It  is  usually 
entered  into  when  the  issue  of  the  war  has  been  settled  de- 
cisively in  favor  of  one  of  the  belligerents,  and  with  ax  view  to 
negotiations  for  peace.  This  agreement  is  made  with  greater 
formality  than  is  the  case  with  special  truces,  and  describes, 
in  considerable  detail,  what  may  and  may  not  be  done  during 
the  existence  of  the  armistice.  It  is  binding  upon  all  forces, 
-both  military  and  naval,  engaged  in  the  war  on  either  side.  It 
goes  into  effect  from  the  date  of  signature,  and  becomes  bind- 
ing upon  individuals  from  the  date  of  notification.  In  naval 
operations  some  time  is  necessary  for  such  notification  to  reach 
vessels  of  war  on  distant  stations,  and  special  arrangements  are 
made  in  such  cases  to  regulate  the  disposition  of  captures  made 
between  the  dates  of  negotiation  and  ratification.' 

In  the  preparation  of  general  truces,  or  armistices,  the  pos- 
sible resumption  of  hostilities  is  provided  for  by  a  clause 
terminating  the  truce  at  a  certain  date,  or  upon  the  expiration 
of  a  certain  notice.  On  the  date  thus  agreed  upon  the  truce 
ceases  to  have  obligatory  force,  and  hostilities  are  resumed  by 
both  belligerents. 


>  HaH.  {$  543-546:  Boyd's  Whea- 
ton,  |§  403*404;  III  Phillimore, 
pp.  186-189;  II  Halleck,  pp.  342- 
349;  Risleyp  pp.  153-156;  Snow, 
pp.  113,  114;  Creasy.  %%  470,  471 ; 
Woolsey,  §§  156.  157;  Vattel.  liv. 
ill.  chap.  xvi.  $§241-260;  I  Guelle, 
pp.  234-248;  IV  Calvo.|J  2433-2449. 
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Treaties  of  Peace 

Treaties  of  Peace  resemble  ordinary  treaties  in  form,  in  the 
detailed  method  of  preparation,  and  in  binding  force.  They 
differ  from  ordinary  treaties,  and  from  private  contracts,  in  re- 
spect to  the  position  of  the  contracting  parties,  who,  from  the 
necessities  of  the  case,  do  not  enter  them  upon  equal  terms. 
This  in  no  respect  detracts  from  their  obligatory  character, 
which  cannot  be  too  strongly  insisted  upon.  ''Agreements 
entered  into  by  an  individual  while  under  duress  are  void,  be- 
cause it  is  for  the  welfare  of  society  that  they  should  be  so. 
If  they  were  binding,  the  timid  would  be  constantly  forced 
by  threats  or  violence  into  a  surrender  of  their  rights,  and 
even  into  secrecy  as  to  the  oppression  under  which  they  were 
suffering.  The  [knowledge]  that  such  engagements  are  void 
makes  the  attempt  to  extort  them  one  of  the  rarest  of  human 
crimes.  On  the  other  hand,  the  welfare  of  society  requires 
that  the  engagements  entered  into  by  a  nation  under  duress 
should  be  binding ;  for,  if  they  were  not  so,  wars  would  ter- 
minate only  by  the  utter  subjugation  and  ruin  of  the  weaker 
party."* 

When  either  belligerent  believes  the  object  of  the  war  to 
have  been  attained,  or  is  convinced  that  it  is  impossible  of  at- 
tainment; or  when  the  military  operations  of  either  power 
have  been  so  successful  as  to  determine  the  fortune  of  war 
decisively  in  its  favor,  a  general  truce  is  agreed  upon,  and  ne- 
gotiations are  entered  into  with  a  view  to  the  restoration  of 
peace.  There  is  no  rule  of  positive  obligation  as  to  the  man- 
ner in  which  such  negotiations  shall  be  established.  The 
initiative  may  be  taken  by  either  belligerent,  either  directly 
with  the  hostile  state,  or  indirectly  through  a  neutral  power. 
A  neutral  state  may  tender  its  good  offices  to  either  belliger- 
ent, at  any  time  during  the  continuance  of  hostilities.    The 

>  Senior,   in  vol.  Ixxvii.  of  the  pp.  35-37 ;  Bluntschli.  §  395 ,  Heff- 

Edinburzh  Review,  p.  307,  cited  by  tcr,  §  179-     For  an  opposite  view, 

Creasy,  Is  41,42.    oee  also  I  Hal-  see  Mommsen,  History  of  Rome, 

leek,  pp.  260-266 ;  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  vol.  i.  p.  403- 
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purpose  of  the  preliminary  negotiations  is  to  arrange  for  a 
meeting  of  duly  accredited  representatives  charged  with  the 
preparation  of  a  treaty  of  peace.  In  choosing  a  place  of  meet- 
ing a  point  may  be  selected  within  the  territory  of  either  bel- 
ligerent  or  in  that  of  a  neutral  state.  .If  need  be,  a  preliminary 
agreement  is  made,  guaranteeing  the  neutrality  of  the  place 
of  meeting  and.  the  personal  immunity  of  the  ambassadors. 

The  representatives  of  the  belligerent  states  meet  at  the 
time  and  place  agreed  upon,  and,  after  an  exchange  of  full 
powers,  enter  upon  the  task  of  preparing  the  treaty  of  peace. 
When  substantial  agreement  has  been  reached  as  to  the  gen- 
eral terms  of  peace,  a  preliminary  draft  or  treaty  is  sometimes 
prepared,  containing  these  provisions,  and  describing  the  ques- 
tions that  are  to  be  deferred  for  final  settlement  in  the  perma- 
nent treaty.  The  preliminary  treaty  is  signed  and  duly  ratified 
by  the  contracting  parties.  If  the  war  has  been  carried  on  by 
allies  on  either  side,  no  one  of  them  is  justified,  by  any  reason 
less  strong  than  self-preservation,  in  making  peace  without 
the  consent  of  the  others,  or  in  entering  into  a  treaty  prej- 
udicial to  the  common  interest  of  the  allied  powers.' 

Treaties  of  Peace,  when  Binding*  Treaties  of  peace  be- 
come binding  upon  the  signatory  powers  ftx>m  the  date  of 
signature.  They  bind  individuals  from  the  date  of  notice. .  If 
the  war  has  been  carried  on  in  distant  dependencies,  or  on  the 
sea,  it  is  usual  to  stipulate  in  the  treaty  for  the  restoration  of 
captures  made  between  the  dates  of  signature  and  notifica- 
tion.' . 

Effects  of  Treaties  of  Peace.  The  cause  for  which  the 
war  was  undertaken  is  presumed  to  have  been  settled  by  the 
resort  to  arms,  and  by  the  amnesty  contained  in  the  treaty. 
This  is  the  case  whether  the  state  which  was  the  aggressor  in 
the  war  has  or  has  not  been  successful  in  its  resort  to  force  to 


>  Hall. p.  5 59, note  I ;  Vatteljiv.iv.  •  Hall.§  199;  Vattel.  liv.  iv.  chap. 
_iap.ii.§9;  lIHalleck,pp.25i-26o;  iii.  5  24;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  $  547; 
Risfcy,pp.  160,  161;  Boyd's  Whea-     I  Hal  leek,  pp.  261-264;  III  Philli- 
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obtain  redress.  The  subjects  of  the  belligerent  states,  who 
were  placed  in  a  condition  of  non-intercourse  and  of  legal  hos- 
tility, as  a  result  of  the  declaration  of  war,  are  restored  to 
their  normal  relations.  Citizens  of  the  several  belligerent  states 
resume  friendly  intercourse  and  are  revested  with  the  legal  re- 
lations which  were  interrupted,  but  not  destroyed,  at  the  out- 
break of  hostilities*  Their  right  to  sue  and  be  sued  is  revived, 
obligations  which  were  suspended,  by  the  fact  of  war,  resume 
their  force  with  the  establishment  of  peace,  and  the  payment  of 
public  and  private  debts,  and  of  interest  upon  public  stocks,  is 
resumed/ 

Treatment  of  Occupied  Territory.  Questions  connected 
with  territory,  occupied  by  either  belligerent  at  the  close  of 
the  war,  are  usually  settled  by  the  terms  of  the  treaty.  In 
doing  this  some  status  is  assumed,  and  this  may  be  that  exist- 
ing before  the  war,  or  at  its  close ;  or  an  intermediate  status 
may  be  chosen  that  existed  at  some  instant  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  hostilities.  ~  The  details  of  evacuation  of  occupied 
territory,  fortresses,  and  ports  are  arranged  with  great  precision. 
Forts,  arsenals,  dock-yards,  and  naval  ports,  the  surrender  or 
evacuation  of  which  is  arrai^^d.  for  in  the  treaty,  are  trans- 
ferred in  the  condition  in  which  they  were  at  the  date  of  the 
treaty.  They  cannot  be  dismantled,  disarmed,  or  destroyed ; 
but  no  obligation  exists  to  repair  them  after  that  date,  even 
when  such  repairs  are  necessary  to  prevent  injury  or  deterio- 
ration.*. 

The  Rule  of  Uti  Possidetis.  If  the  treaty  of  peace  is  silent 
in  respect  to  occupied  territory,  or  contains  no  provisions  in 
respect  to  the  disposition  of  particular  tracts  or  areas,  the  rule 
of  uti  possidetis  determines  the  sovereignty  or  ownership  of 
the  territory  so  occupied  or  held ;  that  is,  each  belligerent  re- 
tains the  territory  of  the  enemy  which  was  held  by  him  at 
the  date  upon  which  the  treaty  became  operative.'    The  rule 

*  Vattel.  liv.  iv.  chap.  iii.  $  25 ;  *  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  chap.  iii.  f  31 : 

Hall.  $  200;  Heffter,  S  i3i ;  Dana's  I  H&Ueck.  p.  265. 

Wheaton.$  544,  note  169;  I  Halleck,  '  Hall.  §  204;  Dana's  Wheaton, 

p.  260;  III  Phillimore,  §§  58^-590.  §  545;  Heffter,  (  181;   III  Philli- 
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as  to  the  real  property  of  the  enemy  is  substantially  the  same 
as  that  applied  to  territory.  Immovable  property,  belonging 
to  either  belligerent,  shares  the  fate  of  the  territory  in  which 
it  is  situated,  unless  otherwise  stipulated  in  the  treaty. 

Movable  property  of  the  enemy  in  the  hands  of  a  belliger- 
ent, at  the  date  of  the  treaty,  becomes  his  by  the  fact  of  pos- 
session^ Contributions  levied,  but  not  collected,  become  void 
when  the  treaty  goes  into  effect ;  and  no  new  contributions 
or  requisitions  can  be  levied  by  either  party,  without  the  ex- 
press authorization  of  the  treaty.  The  right  to  levy  them  is 
an  incident  of  belligerency,  and  ceases  at  the  termination  of 
hostilities.' 

EfFects  of  Conquest  or  Cession  upon  the  Property  and 
Rights  of  Private  Individuals.  In  respect  to  the  private 
property  of  individuals,  and  their  contract  rights  and  other 
legal  relations  with  each  other,  it  is  now  well  settled  that  they 
undergo  no  change  as  a  result  of  a  transfer  of  territory,  either 
by  conquest  or  treaty.'  *'  The  usage  of  the  world  is,  if  a  nation 
be  not  entirely  subdued,  to  consider  the  holding  of  a  con- 


more,  H  539-579;  Kltibcr,  {  257; 
I  Halleck,  p.  266;  II  Ibid.  p.  514; 
Risley,  pp.  135-160;  The  Purissi- 
ma  Concepcton,  6  Robinson,  Adm. 
Rep.  p.  45. 

>  Vattel,  liv.  iv.  chap.  iii.  M  24-29 ; 
V  Calvo,  S  3142 ;  Hafi,  §  198 ;  Heff- 
ter,§i8b;  Bluntschli.§7i7.  "Even 
in  cases  of  conquest  it  is  very  un- 
usual for  the  conqueror  to  do  more 
than  to  displace  the  sovereign  and 
assume  dominion  over  the  country. 
The  modern  usage  of  nations^  which 
has  become  law,  would  be  violated ; 
that  sense  of  justice  and  nfi;ht  which 
is  acknowledged  and  felt  by  the 
whole  civilized  world  would  be 
outraged  if  private  property  should 
be  generally  confiscated,  and  pri- 
vate rights  annulled,  on  a  change  in 
the  sovereignty  of  the  country  by 
the  Florida  treaty.  The  people 
change  their  allegiance,  their  rela- 
tion to  their  ancient  sovereign  is 


dissolved,  but  their  relations  to 
each  other  and  their  rights  of  prop- 
erty remain  undisturbed.  Had 
Florida  changed  its  sovereign  by 
an  act  contaming  no  stipulation 
respecting  the  property  of  individ- 
uals, the  right  of  property  in  all 
those  who  become  subjects  or  citi- 
zens of  the  new  government  would 
have  been  unaffected  by  the  change. 
It  would  have  remained  the  same 
as  under  the  ancient  sovereign.'* 
— Uni^d  States  vs,  Percheman,  7 
Peters,  5 1 ;  United  States  vs,  Clarke, 
8  Peters,  436;  Delassus  vs.  The 
United  States,  o  Peters,  117;  Mit- 
chel  vs.  United  States,  9  Peters, 

711. 

*  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap.  zz.  I{  244. 
245;  Hall,  Si  198,  199;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  {  544,  note  169 ;  Heff- 
t^r>  H  133-150;  1  Halleck,  jp.  260; 
IV  Calvo.  f  2478;  III  Philltmore, 

§1  587-595- 
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quered  territory  as  a  mere  military  occupation  until  its  fate 
shall  be  determined  by  the  treaty  of  peace.-  If  it  be  ceded  by 
the  treaty,  the  acquisition  is  conRrmed,  and  the  ceded  territory 
becomes  a  part  of  the  nation  to  which  it  is  annexed*  either  on 
the  terms  of  the  treaty  of  cession  or  on  such  as  its  new  mas- 
ter shall  impose.  On  such  a  transfer  of  territory  it  has  never 
been  held  that  the  relations  of  the  inhabitants  with  each 
other  undergo  any  change.  Their  relations  with  their  former 
sovereign  are  dissolved,  and  new  relations  are  created  between 
them  and  the  government  which  has  acquired  their  territory. 
The  same  act  which  transfers  their  country  transfers  the  alle* 
glance  of  those  who  remain  in  it ;  and  the  law,  which  may  be 
deemed  political,  is  necessarily  changed,  although  that  which 
regulates  the  intercourse  and  general  conduct  of  individuals 
remains  in  force  until  altered  by  the  newly  created  power  of 
the  State." ' 

Allegiance  of  the  Population  of  the  Conquered  or  Ceded 
Territory,  When  territory  changes  hands,  by  cession  or  con- 
quest, the  fact  that  allegiance  is  now  based  upon  consent  is 
usually  recognized  by  the  insertion  of  a  clause  in  the  treaty 
by  which  the  conquest  is  completed  or  the  cession  accom- 
plished, permitting  such  of  the  inhabitants  as  desire  to  retain 
their  former  citizenship  to  dispose  of  their   property  and 


)  American  Insurance  Company 
vs.  Canter,  i  Peters,  542;  United 
States  vs,  Percheman,  7  Peters,  51. 
56.  "By  the  law  of  nations  the 
rights  and  property  of  the  inhabi- 
tants are  protected,  even  in  the  case 
of  a  conquered  country,  and  held 
sacred  and  inviolable  when  it  is 
ceded  by  treaty,  with  or  without 
any  stipulation  to  such  effect ;  and 
the  laws,  whether  in  writing  or  evi- 
denced by  the  usage  and  customs 
of  the  conquered  or  ceded  country, 
continue  in  force  till  altered  by 
the  new  sovereign.  "-*-Strother  vs. 
Lucas,  13  Peters,  41P  [436].  "By 
the  law  of  nations,  the  inhabitants, 
citisens,  or  subjects  of  a  conquered 
or  ceded  country,  territory,  or  prov- 


ince retain  all  the  rights  of  prop- 
erty which  have  not  been  taken 
from  them  by  the  orders  of  the 
conqueror,  or  the  laws  of  the  sov* 
ereign  who  acquired  it  by  cession, 
and  remain  under  their  former  laws 
until  they  shall  be  changed/*—' 
Mitchel  vs.  United  States.  9  Peters, 
734.  **  By  the  '  laws  of  Spain  '  is 
understood  the  will  of  the  Kin^f, 
expressed  in  his  orders,  or  by  his 
authority,  evidenced  by  the  acts 
themselves ;  or  by  such  usage  and 
customs  in  the  province  as  may  be 
presumed  to  have  emanated  from 
the  King,  or  to  have  been  sanc- 
tioned by  him,  as  existing  author- 
ized local  laws.*'--Smith  vs.  The 
United  States,  10  Peters,  326. 
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return  to  the  state  of  their  original  allegiance.  Individuals 
who  decline  to  take  advantage  of  this  permission  and  elect 
to  remain  in  the  ceded  territory  are  presumed  to  consent  to 
the  change  in  allegiance  which  is  involved  in  the  conquest  or 
cession.'  From  the  nature  of  the  case,  however,  no  formal 
guarantee  of  the  allegiance  of  the  population  of  territory  thus 
transferred  is  either  given  or  expected.  It  is  proper  to  say, 
also,  that  while  the  inhabitants  of  conquered  or  ceded  terri- 
tory become  vested  with  the  rights  of  citi2enship  by  the  fact 
of  conquest  or  cession,  in  so  far  as  other  states  are  con- 
cerned, their  actual  absorption  into  the  body  politic  of  the 
conquering  state  is  a  matter  which  is  regulated,  not  by  inter- 
national law,  but  by  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  state 
to  which  their  allegiance  has  been  transferred  by  conquest 
or  cession.' 


» IV  Calvo.  S§  2466.  2469 ;  Amer. 
Ins.  Co.  vs.  Canter,  i  Peters,  542 ; 
Heffter,  J  131;  II  Halleck.  pp.  489- 
497. 

•lIIPhilliinore,58  59«-593;  Hall, 
S§  205,  206 ;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  346. 
note  169;  II  Halleck,  pp.  485-489; 
United  States  vs.  Repentigny,  5 
Wallace,  260 ;  I  Wildman.  p.  162 ; 
IV  Cal  vo,  S$  2466-2477.  "  By  a  prin- 
ciple of  international  law,  on  a 
transfer  of  territory  by  one  nation 
to  another,  the  political  relations 
between  the  inhabitants  of  the 
ceded  country  and  the  former  gov- 
ernment are  changed,  and  new  ones 
arise  between  them  and  the  new 
TOvemment.  The  manner  in  which 
tnis  is  to  be  effected  Is  ordinarily 
the  subject  of  treaty.  The  con- 
tracting parties  have  the  right  to 
contract  to  transfer  and  receive 
respectively  the  allegiance  of  all 
the  native-born  citizens;  but  the 
naturalized  citizens,  who  owe  alle- 
giance purely  statutory,  are,  when 
released  therefrom,  remitted  to 
their  original  status." — Tobin  vs. 
Walkinshaw.  i  McAllister,  186; 
Amer.  Ins.  Co.  vs.  Canter,  i  Peters, 


542.  "  When  New  Mexico  was  con- 
quered by  the  United  States,  it  was 
Only  the  allegiance  of  the  people 
that  was  changed;  their  relation 
to  each  other  and  their  rights  of 
property  remained  undisturbed." — 
Leitensdorfer  et  nL  vs.  Webb,  20 
Howard,  176.  "On  a  conquest  by 
one  nation  of  another,  and  the  sub- 
sequent surrender  of  the  soil  and 
change  of  sovereignty,  those  of  the 
former  inhabitants  who  do  not  re- 
main and  become  citizens  of  the 
victorious  sovereign,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  adhere  to  their  old  alle- 
giance and  continue  in  the  service 
of  the  vanquished  sovereign,  de- 
prive themselves  of  protection  or 
security  to  their  property,  except  so 
far  as  it  may  be  secured  by  treaty." — 
United  States  w.  Repentigny,  5  Wal- 
lace, 211.  "Hence  where,  on  such 
a  conquest,  a  treaty  provided  that 
the  former  inhabitants  who  wished 
to  adhere  in  allegiance  to  their  van- 
quished sovereign  might  sell  their 
property,  provided  they  sold  it  to 
a  certain  dass  of  persons  and  with- 
in a  time  named,  the  property,  if 
not  so  sold,  became  abandoned  to 
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Effects  of  Conquest  or  Cession  upon  Municipal  Laws. 
It  is  a  general  rule  of  public  law,  recognized  and  acted  upon 
by  the  United  States,  that  whenever  political  jurisdiction  and 
legislative  power  over  any  territory  are  transferred  from  one  na- 
tion or  sovereign  to  another,  the  municipal  laws  of  the  country 
— that  is,  laws  which  are  intended  for  the  protection  of  private 
rights — continue  in  force  until  abrogated  or  changed  by  the 
new  government  or  sovereign.  By  the  cession  public  property 
passes  from  one  government  to  another,  but  private  property 
remains  as  before,  and  with  it  those  municipal  laws  which  are 
designed  to  secure  its  peaceful  use  and  enjoyment.  As  a 
matter  of  course,  all  laws,  ordinances,  and  regulations  in  con- 
flict with  the  political  character,  institutions,  and  constitution 
of  the  new  government  are  at  once  displaced.  .  .  .  But  with 
respect  to  other  laws  affecting  the  possession,  use,  and  transfer 
of  property,  and  designed  to  secure  good  order  and  peace  in 
the  community,  and  promote  its  health  and  prosperity,  which 
are  of  a  strictly  municipal  character,  the  rule  is  general,  that  a 
change  of  government  leaves  them  in  force  until,  by  direct  ac- 
tion of  the  new  government,  they  are  altered  or  repealed/ 

The  extent  and  amount  of  the  political  changes,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances under  which  they  shall  be  accomplished ;  whether, 
for  example,  they  shall  be  violent,  and  become  operative  im- 
mediately upon  the  execution  of  the  treaty  of  peace,  or  gradual, 
extending  over  a  considerable  period  of  time,  are  questions 


the  conqueror."— Ibid.  "Citizens 
of  territory  acquired  by  the  United 
States  as  a  result  of  conquest  or 
cession  have  the  international 
privileges  of  citizenship,  in  respect 
to  extraterritorial  protection,  etc., 
from  the  date  of  the  treaty  of  peace 
or  of  cession.  The  matter  of  their 
citizenship  or  naturalization,  as  a 
question  of  municipal  law,  if  not 
settled  in  the  treaty,  depends  upon 
the  legislation  of  Congress.  The 
Treaty  of  Frankfort,  in  1 87 1 ,  author- 
ized liberty  of  emigration  from  the 
provinces  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine 
until  October  i,  1872."— XIX  Nouv. 


Rec.  Gen.  p.  689;  Hall,  p.  572, 
note;  III  Phillimore,  pp.  868-871. 
*  Chicago  and  Pacific  Railway 
Company  7/5.  McGlinn,  114  United 
States,  542;  Mitchel  vs.  United 
States,  9  Peters,  734;  Strother 
vs,  Lucas,  12  Peters,  410,  436; 
American  Insurance  Company  vs. 
Canter,  i  Peters,  542;  II  Halleck, 
pp.  460, 461, 493 ;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
p.  347,  note  169;  Hall,  §§  27-29,  p. 
205;  Vattel,  liv.  i.  chap.  xxi.  §§  261- 
265 :  Risley,  pp.  165,  166 :  United 
States  vs.  Percheman,  7  Peters,  83 ; 
III  Phillimore.  pp.  862-866;  IV 
Calvo,  §§  2458-2477. 
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that  depend,  in  part,  upon  the  terms  of  the  treaty  or  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  conquest,  and,  in  part,  upon  the  differences 
between  the  legal  conceptions  and  political  institutions  of  the 
conquering  and  conquered  states.  In  any  case,  however,  as 
the  laws  of  a  state  must,  in  general,  be  uniform  throughout 
the  entire  extent  of  its  territory,  it  follows  that,  if  marked  dif- 
ferences exist  between  the  laws  in  force  in  the  acquired  prov- 
inces and  those  of  the  new  sovereignty,  such  differences  must 
eventually  be  removed  or  made  to  disappear:  Indeed,  uni- 
formity of  operation  can  be  secured  in  no  other  way. 

If,  however,  the  necessary  changes  be  extensive  and  impor- 
tant, as  would  be  the  case  in  which  a  people  whose  legal  insti- 
tutions were  based  upon  the  Roman  law  passes  under  the 
dominion  of  a  state  whose  constitutional  ideas  are  derived 
from  the  common  law,  every  consideration  of  expediency 
and  justice  would  seem  to  suggest  the  wisdom  and  propriety 
of  effecting  such  changes  in  a  manner  so  gradual  as  to  cause 
a  minimum  of  disturbance  to  existing  institutions.  A  similar 
difficulty  presents  itself  where  territory  in  which  representa- 
tive institutions  are  firmly  established,  and  the  population  of 
which  has  been  accustomed  to  a  large  measure  of  self-govern- 
ment, passes  into  the  dominion  of  a  state  in  which  individual 
rights  are  more  rigidly  restricted,  or  where  representative  in- 
stitutions do  not  exist.  In  this  case  the  assimilation  of  popu- 
lation becomes  considerably  more  difficult  than  in  the  former, 
where  the  changes  caused  by  the  fact  of  conquest  are  all  in 
the  direction  of  liberality  and  tend  to  add  to,  rather  than  to 
detract  from,  the  constitutional  rights  of  individuals.  It  is 
proper  to  remember  in  this  connection,  however,  that  an  in- 
habitant who  has  been  afforded  an  opportunity  to  dispose  of 
his  property  and  withdraw  from  the  ceded  territory,  but  who 
elects  to  remain  there,  and,  by  so  doing,  to  acquire  residence 
and  citizenship  in  the  conquering  state,  must  be  presumed  to 
have  signified  his  willingness  to  accept  such  changes  in  his 
political  status  as  the  new  sovereign  may  see  fit  to  impose.* 

1  For  the  practice  of  Great  Brit-     pp  162-164;  Hall,  §  205 ;  The  Fal* 
ain  in  this  regard,  see  I  Wildman,     tina,  i  Dodson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  451 ; 
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Responsibility  of  a  State  for  Injury  or  Damage  to  Pri- 
vate Property.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  destruction  of 
private  property,  and  its  taking  for  belligerent  use,  are  inevi- 
table incidents  of  war ;  it  has  also  been  seen  that  the  right  to 
take  and  destroy  is  exercised  by  both  belligerents,  and  upon 
all  property,  whatever  may  be  its  ownership,  which  is  located 
in  the  theatre  of  active  military  operations.  If  the  proper- 
ty of  an  individual  be  appropriated  or  destroyed  by  his  own 
government,  the  question  of  compensation  is,  in  general,  a 
strictly  internal  one,  with  which  international  law  has  nothing 
to  do.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  property  of  enemies*  sub- 
jects be  taken  or  destroyed  by  an  invading  army,  such  appro- 
priation or  destruction  is  regulated  by  the  rules  and  usages 
of  war;  this  is  seen  in  the  requirements  of  the  law  of  nations 
in  respect  to  occupation  and  use  of  real  property,  the  capture 
of  public  or  private  property  which  is  useful  to  the  belliger- 
ent in  the  prosecution  of  his  military  operations,  the  taking 
of  private  property  by  way  of  requisition  and  contribution, 
and  the  immunity  from  interference  which  is  accorded  to 
property  devoted  to  religious,  charitable,  or  educational  use^ 
But  the  laws  of  war  are  silent,  however,  where  the  property 
taken  by  a  belligerent  is  owned  by  his  own  subjects,  or  neu- 
trals, or  by  subjects  of  the  enemy  who  have  been  permitted 
to  remain  in  the  country  after  the  outbreak  of  hostilities; 
they  are  also  silent  as  to  the  right  of  an  individual  to  com- 
pensation for  property  destroyed  as  a  direct  consequence  of 
military  operations,  as  by  the  fire  of  artillery  or  the  move- 
ments of  armies  in  battle,* 

In  determining  the  responsibility  of  a  state  in  this  respect, 
the  question  must  be  regarded  from  several  points  of  view, 
and  the  character  of  the  war,  as  internal  or  external,  the  own- 
ership of  the  property  destroyed  or  appropriated,  and  the 
nature  and  cause  of  the  injury  or  appropriation  itself  must  all 

IV  Calvo,  §§  2466-2469.    For  the  100;  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  347,  note 

practice  in  the  United  States,  see  169;  II  Halleck,  pp.  484-511;  for 

iV  Calvo,  |§  2468,  2469 ;  In|[1is  t^j.  the   practice  of    France,  see    IV 

Sailors'   Snug  Harbor,  3   Peters,  Calvo,  $§  2472,  2473. 
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be  considered.  Regatxi  must  be  had,  also,  as  to  whether  the 
injury  consists  in  a  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use, 
as  where  lands  or  buildings  are  appropriated  for  the  construc- 
tion of  defensive  works,  or  supplies  are  taken  for  public  use ; 
or  as  to  whether  such  injury  or  destruction  is  due  to  acts 
of  war»  or  is  the  direct  and  inevitable  consequence  of  hostile 
operations,  as  where  houses  or  buildings  are  destroyed  dur- 
ing a  bombardment,  or  where  standing  timber  is  cut  down  by 
the  fire  of  artillery  or  is  taken  for  the  construction  of  field 
intrenchments,  or  where  crops  are  trampled  down  and  de- 
stroyed by  the  movements  of  troops  during  the  progress  of  a 
battle. 

In  respect  to  the  question  of  ownership,  where  the  property 
is  taken  by  a  government  from  individuals  residing  within  its 
own  territory,  as  it  is  the  duty  of  the  state  to  protect  all  pri- 
vate property  within  its  territorial  limits,  without  regard  to 
its  ownership,  the  modern  tendency  is  to  obliterate  the  dis- 
tinction between  citizens  and  aliens,  in  this  regard,  and  base 
the  compensation,  if  any  be  made,  upon  the  circumstances 
attending  the  appropriation  or  destruction  of  the  property  it- 
self. If  such  appropriation  of  private  property  is  for  the  pub- 
lic use,  or  is  made  with  a  view  to  secure  the  public  defence^ 
the  property  so  taken  is,  as  a  rule,  made  the  subject  of  com- 
pensatory damages.  In  no  case,  however,  unless  it  be  made 
the  subject  of  treaty  stipulations,  is  any  greater  protection 
afforded  to  the  property  of  aliens  than  is  afforded  to  the  citi- 
zens* or  subjects  of  the  state  in  whose  behalf  the  appropriation 
is  made ;  nor  is  the  rule  of  compensation  applied  more  liber* 
ally  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other.'    If,  on  the  other  hand, 


*  The  method  in  which  payment 
is  to  be  made  for  private  property 
thus  taken  for  the  public  use  is 
regulated  and  determined  by  the 
municipal  law  of  the  state  by  whom 
the  property  has  been  appropriated. 
If  particular  courts  ans  given  juris- 
diction over  such  cases,  claims  for 
Croperty  thus  appropriated  must 
e  brought  before  the  tribunals 


empowered  by  law  to  ascertain  the 
damage  inflicted ;  if  no  such  juris- 
diction is  conferred  upon  any  of 
the  courts  of  a  state,  the  case  may 
be  presented,  by  way  of  petition,  to 
the  supreme  legislative  body  or  to 
the  sovereign.  In  cases  of  alien 
ownership  it  aliens  are  placed  upon 
the  same  footing  as  citizens  in  re- 
spect to  the  institution  of  suits  of 
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the  damage  or  destruction  is  clearly  due  to  an  act  of  war,  or 
to  strict  military  necessity,  or  is  an  inevitable  consequence  of 
warlike  operations,  the  loss  lies  where  it  falls,  and  the  indi- 
vidual owner  is  not  compensated  save  as  an  act  of  grace  or 
charity/  In  this  case  no  distinction  is  made  between  citizens 
and  aliens,  or  other  foreign  residents ;  and  it  matters  not  by 
whom  the  injury  is  inflicted,  whether  by  the  enemy  or  by  the 
troops  of  the  state  of  the  injured  party/ 


this  kind,  their  remedy  is  the  same 
as  that  of  the  citizen;  where  the 
local  law  places  them  in  a  position 
of  disadvantage,  or  where  they  are 
discriminated  against,  their  claim 
may  be  made  the  subject  of  diplo 
matic  presentation.  See,  also,  Gro- 
tins,  liv.  iii.  chap.  xz.  §  8 ;  Vattel, 
liv.  iii.  chap.  xv.  §  232 ;  II  Dig.  Int. 
Law,  J§  223-225. 

>  The  rale  in  this  matter  is  well 
stated  by  Vattel,  who  says  that 
"  these  are  merely  accidents ;  they 
are  misfortunes  which  chance  deal's 
out  to  the  proprietors  on  whom 
they  happen  to  fall.  The  sovereign, 
indeed,  ought  to  show  an  equita- 
ble regard  for  the  sufferers,  if  the 
situation  of  his  affairs  will  admit 
of  it,  but  no  action  lies  against  the 
state  for  misfortunes  of  this  nat- 
ure, for  losses  which  she  has  oc- 
casioned, not  wilfully,  but  through 
necessity,  and  by  mere  accident,  in 
the  exertion  01  her  rights.  The 
same  may  be  said  of  damage  caused 
by  the  enemy.  All  the  subjects 
are  exposed  to  such  damages,  and 
woe  to  him  on  whom  they  fall. 
The  members  of  a  society  may 
well  encounter  such  risk  of  prop- 
erty, since  they  encounter  a  similar 
risK  of  life  itself.  Were  the  state 
to  indemnify  all  those  whose  prop- 
erty is  injured  in  this  manner,  the 
public  finances  would  soon  be  ex- 
hausted, and  every  individual  in 
the  state  would  be  obliged  to  con- 
tribute his  share  in  due  proportion 


— a  thing  utterly  impracticable.  Be- 
sides, these  indemnifications  would 
be  liable  to  a  thousand  abuses,  and 
there  would  be  no  end  of  the  par- 
ticulars. It  is  therefore  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  no  such  thing  was  ever 
intended  by  those  who  united  to 
form  a  society." — Vattel,  liv.  iii. 
chap.  XV.  J  232. 

•  "The  property  <  alien  residents, 
like  that  of  natives  of  the  coun- 
try, when  'in  the  track  of  war,' 
is  subject  to  war's  casualties,  and 
whatever  in  front  of  the  advancing 
forces  that  either  impedes  or  may 
give  them  aid  when  appropriatea, 
or  which,  if  left  unmolested  in  their 
rear,  might  afford  aid  and  comfort 
to  the  enemy,  may  be  taken  or  de- 
stroyed by  the  armies  of  either. of 
the  belligerents;  and  no  liability 
whatever  is  understood  to  attach 
to  the  government  of  the  country 
whose  flag  that  army  bears,  and 
whose  battles  it  may  be  fighting ; 
and,  when  actual,  |>ositiye  war  is  m 
progress,  the  commander  of  the 
armies  in  the  field  must  be  the 
judge  of  the  existing  exigencies 
and  necessities  which  dictate  such 
action.  This  is  believed  to  be  the 
universal  rule  at  the  present  day ; 
it  is  that  which  has  been  followed 
by  the  governments  of  Europe  in 
recent  wars." — II  Dig.  Int.  Law,  § 


224,  ^.  587,  §  225,  p.  598 ;  1  Opin. 

Ibid.  p. 
Ibid.  p.  21 ;  Hall,  pp.  218,  219,  note ; 


Att.-Gen.  p,  255;  Ibid.  p.  269;  All 

Ibid.  p.  21 ;  Hall,  pi 

Bluntschli,  §§  652,  661 ;   Heffter,  § 
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The  rule  above  stated,  however,  is  subject  to  the  qualifica- 
tion that  the  injiiry  complained  of  must  have  been  inflicted 
during  hostilities  carried  on  in  accordance  with  the  generally 
recognized  rules  of  civilized  war.'  The  belligerent  parties  to 
a  particular  war,  whether  the  war  be  external  or  internal  in 
character,  are  presumed  to  follow  the  laws  of  war  in  the  con- 
duct of  their  military  operations.  If  a  belligerent  fails  to 
do  so,  however,  the  enemy,  by  a  resort  to  acts  of  retaliation, 
may  compel  him  to  observe  the  rules  of  civilized  warfare. 
If  neutral  states  or  their  subjects  suffer  injury  as  a  conse- 
quence of  such  failure,  the  injury  may  be  redressed  in  the 
diplomatic  way,  or,  if  sufficiently  serious,  may  authorize  a 
resort  to  forcible  measures  of  redress.  • 

Responsibility  of  a  State  for  Injuries  Inflicted  during 
Internal  Wars.  Where  property  of  individuals,  whether 
citizens  or  aliens,  is  injured  during  the  progress  of  an  insur- 
rection or  rebellion,  a  similar  rule  of  responsibility  prevails. 
In  this  connection,  however,  a  distinction  exists  between  the 
destruction  of  property  due  to  lawlessness  or  mob  violence 
and  injury  or  destruction  caused  by  insurgents  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  regular  military  operations.  Foreigners  who  become 
resident  in  a  particular  state,  or  who  own  property  therein, 
acquire  such  residence  or  ownership  with  full  knowledge  that 
internal  disorders  are  likely  to  occur,  and  that,  in  consequence 
of  such  disorders,  property  may  be  injured  or  destroyed,  either 
by  those  who  are  engaged  in  violating  the  laws  or  by  the 
government  itself  in  its  endeavor  to  restore  order.  ''The 
assembling  of  mobs  happens  in  all  countries;  popular  vio- 
lence occasionally  breaks  out  everywhere,  setting  law  at  de- 
fiance, trampling  on  the  rights  of  citizens  and  private  men, 
and  sometimes  on  those  of  public  officers  and  the  agents 
of  foreign  governments  especially  entitled  to  protection.    In 

133;  Kiaber,  f  256;  II  Dig.  Int.  p.  2^ ;  Love  w.  The  United  States, 

Law,  K  223-225 ;  ill  Ibid.  S  353;  II  29  Court  of  Claims  Reports  (U. 

Phillimore,  p.  7 ;  Mitchell  vs,  Har-  S.),  PP>  332»  347- 

mony,  13  Howard»ii5;  The  Wtil"  '  11  Digest    International  Law, 

iam  Bturgaley,  $  Wallace,  377 ;  II  §  225 ;  III  Ibid.  §§  347-349- 
Twiss,  il  64-66 ;  I  Opin.  Att.-Gen. 
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these  c^ses  public  felth  and  national  honor  require  not  only 
that  such  outrages  should  be  disavowed,  but  also  that  the 
perpetrators  of  them  should  be  punished  wherever  it  is 
possible  to  bring  them  to  justice ;  and,  further,  that  full  satis- 
faction should  be  made  in  cases  in  which  a  duty  rests  with 
the  government,  according  to  the  general  principles  of  law, 
public  faith,  and  the  obligations  of  treaties.*'* 

When,  however,  the  internal  disorder  attains  the  propor- 
tions of  an  organized  rebellion,  and  the  supreme  government 
resorts  to  warlike  methods  with  a  view  to  its  suppression,  the 
operations  undertaken  to  restore  the  authority  and  supremacy 
of  the  central  government  are  carried  on  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  war,  and  the  parties,  as  they  occupy  the  status  of 
belligerents,  become  charged  with  the  rights,  duties,  and  re- 
sponsibilities of  belligerents  as  determined  by  the  rules  of 
international  law.' 


■^^T"^^  »  >1 
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t  '*  The  rule  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  proclaiming  immunity  to  a  bel- 
ligerent for  every  outrage  which 
may  be  perpetrated  by  those  in  its 
service,  simply  because  they  oc- 
curred during  the  time  and  upon 
the  theatre  in  which  hostilities 
were  prosecuted.  The  injury,  it 
may  be  conceded,  must  result  from 
such  military  or  naval  measures 
as  by  the  code  of  civilized  war- 
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CHAPTER  XI 

MARITIME    CAPTURE  :    PRIZE:    THE     JURISDICTION    AND 

PROCEDURE    OF    PRIZE-COURTS 

Tendency  of  the  Rules  of  Maritime  War.  The  rules  of 
war  regarding  the  treatgient  of  private  property  on  land  have 
been  characterized  by  a  marked  and  constant  improvement 
since  the  beginning  of  modern  history.  To  appreciate  this 
change,  it  is  only  necessary  to  compare  the  laws  of  war  on 
land,  as  they  are  now  understood,  with  the  barbarous  prac- 
tices that  prevailed  during  the  Thirty  Years'  War,  or  even 
with  the  corresponding  usages  during  the  Napoleonic  wars 
at  the  beginning  of  this  century.  The  tendency  has  been 
to  give  to  war  on  land  the  character  of  an  armed  contest 
between  belligerent  governments,  restricting  its  operations 
and  effects  to  the  armed  forces  engaged  on  either  side,  and 
exempting  private  persbns  and  private  property  from  its 
hardships  wherever  such  exemption  has  been  possible.  There 
has  been  no  such  general  improvement  in  the  laws  having 
to  do  with  the  treatment  of  private  property  at  sea,  and  the 
rules  regulating  maritime  capture  have  advanced  but  little 
since  they  were  codified,  more  than  eight  hundred  years  ago, 
in  the  Consolato  del  ^are.  As  different  states  have,  at  dif- 
ferent times,  obtained  undue  preponderance  at  sea,  their  inva- 
riable tendency  has  been  to  shape  the  rules  of  maritime 
capture  rather  in  accordance  with  their  views  of  temporary 
policy  and  self-interest  than  in  accordance  with  the  rights  of 
neutrals  and  the  demands  of  humanity  and  civilization.  From 
time  to  time  proposals  have  been  made  to  exempt  from 
capture  at  sea  all  private  property  not  contraband  of  war. 

These  proposals  have  never  been  favorably  received,  however, 
24 
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and  there  is  no  present  prospect  of  the  general  discontinuance 
of  a  practice  as  unjust  in  principle  as  it  is  inefficient  as  a 
means  of  redressing  an  international  wrong. 

The  Right  of  Maritime  Capture.  Of  the  right  to  capt- 
ure private  property  at  sea,  which  has  been  recognized  from 
the  earliest  times,  there  can  be  no  serious  doubt ;  no  prin- 
ciple, indeed,  is  better  established  at  international  law.  As 
to  the  justice  of  the  practice,  however,  and  as  to  its  efficiency 
as  a  means  of  injuring  an  enemy,  there  is  a  wide  divergence 
of  opinion.  It  is  defended  on  the  ground  that  a  belligerent 
has  the  same  right  to  injure  his  enemy  by  crippling  and 
destroying  his  maritime  commerce  as  by  conducting  opera- 
tions against  his  armies  on  land ;  the  destruction  of  his  com- 
merce operates  less  directly,  it  is  true,  but  in  some  cases 
it  redresses  as  decisively  the  wrong  for  which  the  war  was 
undertaken  as  do  victories  gained  over  his  armies  and  fleets ; 
at  the  same  time,  as  property  is  captured  or  destroyed,  instead 
of  human  life,  the  purpose  of  the  war  is  accomplished  with 
greater  humanity  in  the  one  case  than  in  the  other.  It  is 
also  contended  that,  by  attacking  a  single  powerful  interest — 
maritime  commerce— in  which  large  amounts  of  capital  are 
invested  and  large  numbers  of  persons  employed,  a  consider- 
able influence,  in  the  interest  of  peace,  is  brought  to  bear 
upon  the  government  of  the  enemy.  It  cannot  be  doubted 
that,  in  former  times,  these  arguments  were  considerably  more 
forcible  than  they  are  at  present.  Maritime  commerce  now 
belongs  to  the  world  and  to  humanity  at  large,  and  not,  as 
formerly,  to  a  state  or  to  several  states,  and  causes  which 
operate  to  injure  the  commerce  of  a  single  state  operate,  with 
equal  power,  to  injure  not  only  the  commercial  interests  but 
the  material  well-being  of  the  entire  civilized  world,  and  so 
to  inflict  injury  upon  states  which  are  in  no  sense  parties  to 
a  particular  war.  Moreover,  as  peace  is  now  the  rule  and  war 
the  exception,  the  effects  of  war  should  be  restricted,  more 
rigidly  than  ever  before,  to  the  nations  directly  concerned  In 
its  operations,  either  as  belligerents  or  allies ;  and  other  states, 
not  parties  to  the  controversy,  should  be   made  to  suffer 
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the  least  possible  inconvenience  in  consequence  of  its  exist- 
ence/ 

Position  of  the  United  States,  The  position  occupied  by 
the  United  States  in  this  regard,  since  it  became  an  inde- 
pendent member  of  the  family  of  nations,  has  been  alto- 
gether creditable;  its  influence  has  been  steadily  exerted 
in  behalf  of  the  extension  of  the  rights  and  immunities  of 
neutrals,  and  it  has  constantly  adhered  to  and  advocated 
the  complete  immunity  of  private  property,  not  contra- 
band of  war,  from  capture  or  destruction  on  the  high  seas 
in  time  of  public  war.' 

At  the  Peace  Conferences  of  1899  and  1907  at  The  Hague, 
a  proposition  was  submitted  in  behalf  of  the  United  States 
giving  an  immunity  from  capture  at  sea  to  all  non-contra- 
band private  property.  At  the  conference  of  1899  it  failed 
to  receive  favorable  consideration ;  at  the  conference  of  1907, 
although  supported  by  a  majority  of  the  states  represented, 
it  failed  to  secure  sufficient  support  to  warrant  its  adoption 
as  a  rule  of  conventional  maritime  law.*  . 

Forces  Employed  in  Maritime  War.  The  forces  that 
may  be  employed  in  naval  operations  have  already  been 
described,  and  may  consist  of  the  regular  naval  establish- 


tVattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vHi.  || 
i95f  19^1  Ibid.  chap.  xv.  S  239; 
rfall,  pp.  445-447,  note;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  §  355,  note  171;  Law- 
rence's Wheaton,  p.  6a8,  note  T93; 
II  Ortolan,  pp.  35-56;  II  Twiss,  gg 

Ja-77;  II  Ferguson,  gg  108-201; 
V  Calvo,  gg  3994-9410;  ft  Lori- 
mer,  pp.  94-114;  Bluntschli,  gg 
664,  665;  Manning,  pp,  183,  184, 
note;  Woolsey,  J 147  ;Lawrence,  Int. 
Law,  gg  306,  207,216,  217;  III  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  gg342-346;  Amos,  Polit- 
ica}  and  Legal  Remedies  for  War, 
pp.   106-215,  note. 

•Ill  Dig.  Int.  Law.  g  342;  Up- 
ton, Maritime  Warfare,  pp,  179- 
1S5;  Dana's  Wheaton,  gg  358,  note 
173.  475»  note  223;  Woolsey,  g  128; 
1 1  Ortolan,  pp.  38,  69. 

*  At  the  close  of  the  war  with 


Spain  the  abolition  of  prize-money 
and  bounty  was  brought  about  by 
the  passaee  of  the  folfowin?  enact- 
ment: "All  provisions  of  Taw  au- 
thorizing the  distribution  among 
captors  of  the  whole  or  any  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  of  vessels,  or 
any  property  hereafter  captured, 
condemned  as  prize,  or  providing 
for  the  payment  of  bounty  for  the 
sinking  or  destruction  ot  vessels 
of  the  enemy  hereafter  occurring  in 
time  of  war,  are  hereby  repealed." 
— Act  of  March  3,  1899,  30  Stats,  at 
L.,  p.  1007.  "The  allowance  of 
prise-money  to  public  armed  ves- 
sels is  of  relatively  recent  origin; 
it  was  allowed  by  the  Dutch 
in  1702,  and  by  tne  French  in 
1692." — IV  Dodson,  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  316,  note. 
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ment  of  the  belligerent  state,  supplemented  by  such  mari- 
time volunteer  or  militia  forces  as  may  be  deemed  neces- 
sary by  the  state  which  employs  them.  Unless  the  right 
to  use  that  species  of  force  has  been  formally>  abandoned, 
or  prohibited  by  the  stipulations  of  treaties,  a  state  may 
also  make  use  of  privateers. 

What  Property  may  be  Captured.  The  following  capt- 
ures may  lawfully  be  made  by  naval  forces  in  time  of 
war:  i.  The  private  property  of  enemy  citizens,  unless 
such  property  is  protected  by  the  Declaration  of  Paris; 
2.  Contraband  of  war;  3.  Property  engaged  in  the  viola- 
tion of  a  blockade ;  4.  Property  engaged  in  certain  acts  of 
unneutral  service;  5.  All  property  foimd  on  board  a  ship 
of  war  or  a  public  auxiliary  vessel,  save  when  exempted 
from  capture  by  the  terms  of  the  Geneva  Convention  of 
1906  or  The  Hague  Convention  of  1907.  The  immunity 
from  capture  formerly  accorded  to  boats  engaged  in  coast 
fisheries  was  recognized  by  The  Hague  Conference  of  1907, 
and  so  extended  as  to  include  vessels  exclusively  engaged 
in  the  coast  fisheries  and  those  employed  in  minor  coast- 
ing trade.  The  exemption  includes  their  rigging,  tackle, 
and  cargo,  but  ceases  so  soon  as  the  boats  are  used  for 
warlike  purposes.  The  signatory  powers  also  agreed  not 
to  take  advantage  of  the  harmless  character  of  those  ves- 
sels in  order  to  employ  them  for  military  purposes,  while 
preserving  their  peaceful  appearance.  Vessels  charged 
with  religious,  scientific,  or  philanthropic  missions  are  also 
exempt  from  capture.* 

Captures,  Where  Made.  In  addition  to  the  operations 
directed  against  the  naval  power  of  the  enemy,  and  their 
employment  in  the  attack  or  defence  of  fortified  places  on 
the  coasts  of  the  several  belligerents,  au  important  part  of 
the  duty  of  the  naval  forces  of  a  state,  in  time  of  war,  con- 
sists in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  search,  in  the  establish- 
ment and  maintenance  of  blockades,  and  in  harassing  the 
enemy's  commerce  by  the  capture  or  destruction  of  his 

*  For  text  of  convention,  see  Appen4ix  F,  Convention  No.  xi< 
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merchant  ships  and  their  cargoes  on  the  high  seas.  No 
such  capttires  are  lawful,  or  can  be  made,  however,  save 
with  the  express  authorization  of  the  captors'  state;  the 
making  of  captures  without  such  governmental  authoriza- 
tion constituting  the  offence  of  piracy;  Captures  may  be 
made  on  the  high  seas  or  within  the  territorial  waters  of 
either  belligerent.*.  Under  no  circtmistances,  however,  can 
they  be  lawfully  made  in  neutral  waters ;  such  captures  being 
unlawful,  and  prizes  thus  taken  must  be  restored  to  their 
owners,  with  suitable  apology  and  reparation  to  the  neutral 
go vemment  whose  territorial  sovereignty  has  been  invaded.* 
Prize.  The  term  ''prize"  is  applied  to  all  captures  of 
property,  made  at  sea,  or  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a 
belligerent,  in  time  of  war;'  it  corresponds  to  the  term 
"booty,*'  which  is  applied  to  similar  captures  of  property 


^  The  Joseph,  1  Gallison,  545;  the 
Grotius,  9  Cranch,  368;  the  Her- 
cules, 2  Dodson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  363; 
II  Ortolan,  p.  57;  III  Phillimore, 
l§  347-349;  Hall,  gg  270-274;  III 
Die.  Int.  Law,  |g  341-346;  IV 
Calvo,  g|  23 10-23 1 5;  Upton,  p. 
190.  "  It  is  a  universal  principle, 
which  applies  to  those  engaged  in 
a  partial  as  well  as  to  those  engaged 
in  a  general  war,  that  where  there 
is  probable  cause  to  believe  the 
vessel  met  with  at  sea  is  in  the 
condition  of  one  liable  to  capture, 
it  is  lawful  to  take  her  ^nd  subject 
her  to  the  examination  and  adju- 
dication of  the  courts." — ^Talbot 
vs.  Seeman,  i  Cranch,  i.  "The 
capture  of  a  neutral  ship  having 
enemy's  property  on  board  is  a 
strictly  justifiable  exercise  of  the 
rights  01  war.  It  is  no  wrong  done 
to  the  neutral,  even  though  the 
voyage  be  thereby  defeated.  The 
captors  are  not,  therefore,  answer- 
able in  pomam  to  the  neutral  for 
the  losses  which  he  may  sustain 
hy  a  lawful  exercise  of  t>elligerent 
rights.  It  is  the  misfortune  of  the 
neutral,  and  not  the  fault  of  the 
belligerent." — The  Antonia  Johan- 
na, I  Wheaton,  159. 


'  See  the  title  "  Neutral  Rights" 
in  the  chapter  entitled  "Neutral- 
ity." "  If  a  ship^  or  cargo  is  enemy 
Sroperty,  or  if  either  be  otherwise 
able  to  condemnation,  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  vessel  at  the 
time  of  the  capture  was  in  neutnd 
waters  would  not,  by  itself,  avail 
the  claimants  in  a  prize-court.  It 
might  constitute  a  ground  of  claim 
b^  the  neutral  power,  whose  ter- 
ritories had  suffered  trespass,  for 
apology  or  indemnity.  But  neith- 
er an  enemy  nor  a  neutral  acting 
the  part  of  an  enemy  can  demana 
restitution  of  captured  property 
on  the  sole  ground  of  capture  in 
neutral  waters." — The  Sir  William 
Peel,  5  Wallace,  517;  the  Adela,  6 
Wallace,  266;  the  Anne,  3  Whea- 


ton,  435;  III  Phillimore,  g|  349- 
,_    TV  Calvo,  i§2(  _         .    -\ 
ton.  Maritime   Warfare,  ppl  198- 


3SS;  IV  Calvo,  gg  2654-2667;  Up- 


200;  the  Twee  Gehroeders,  3  Robin- 
son, Adm.  Rep.  pp.  162,  164;  the 
Vrow  Anna  Katharina,  $  Rob.  15; 
the  Anna,  j  Ibid.  173. 

'  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  xii.  g  196; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  g  3  S9;  H  Halleck, 
p.  115;  Hall,  g  149;  III  Phillimore. 
I  347;  Risley,  p.  144;  V  Calvo,  gg 

3005'  3^09- 
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on  land.  ^  As  the  capture  is  made  on  its  authority  and 
upon  its  responsibihty,  the  title  to  the  captured  property 
first  vests  in  the  captor's  government,  and  its  further  dis- 
posal is  regulated  by  its  municipal  law.^ .  It  may,  therefore, 
make  such  disposition  of  its  prize  as  it  deems  best ;  it  may 
convert  it  to  its  own  use,  or  cause  it  to  be  destroyed  or 
sold ;  and  it  may  distribute  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  among  the  captors,  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  its  municipal  law.* 

There  has  been  some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  pre- 
cise instant  when  the  title  to  a  prize  passes  from  the  original 
Owner  and  vests  in  the  captor's  government.  Three  rules 
have  been  applied:  i.  The  twenty-four-hour  rule,  based 
upon  twenty-four  hours  of  secure  possession  on  the  part  of 
the  captor;  2.  The  rule  of  pernoctation,  according  to  which 
the  prize  must  have  been  in  possession  of  the  captor  during 
the  period  between  sun  and  sun ;  3.  The  rule  of  cessation  of 
resistance,  by  which  the  title  is  held  to  pass  to  the  captor 
when  armed  resistance  ceases  and  the  Hag  is  struck  or  a 
voluntary  surrender  is  made.  The  last  rule  is  now  the 
one  most  generally  accepted.' 

The  title  to  captured  property,  since  it  is  acquired  by  an 
act  of  force,  is  inchoate  and  incomplete  until  it  has  been 
taken  before  a  prize-court  of  the  captor's  state  and  the  le- 
gality and  regularity  of  its  capture  have  been  authorita- 
tively determined.  Until  such  adjudication  has  been  had, 
the  right  of  property  is  in  abeyance,  and  the  title  vests  in 
the  captor's  government,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  may  ultimately  become  entitled  to  share  in  its  dis- 
tribution.' 

Duty  of  Captor:  Prize-Crews.  It  is  the  first  duty  of  a 
captor  to  convey  his  prize  into  a  court  of  his  own  country 

>  Hall,  J  150;  III  Phillimore,  §  Phillimore,    gg  348*   357;   Dana's 

356;  Xhe  relicUy,  i  Dodson,  Adm.  -Wheaton,   g  359;  Vattel,  liv.  iii. 

Rep.  pp.  381,386;  the  i4c<r<m,  Ibid.  chap.    xii.    g    196;    the   PeUrkoff, 

p.    $2;   Dana's   Wheaton,    g  388,  Blatchlord,  Prise  Cases,  p.  6ao. 

note  186,  par.  v.;  V  Calvo,  gg  3010,  '  Manning,  p.  476;  II  Halleck,  p. 


301 1.  383;   Hall,   g  149;  Snow.  p.    166; 

*II  Halleck,  pp.  383,  384;  III      Dana's  Wheaton,  g  388,  note  186. 
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for  adjudication.  In  former  times  he  was  permitted  to 
take  his  prize  into  a  neutral  port.  This  is  still  the  rule  of 
international  law,  but  the  almost  invariable  practice  of 
neutrals  in  recent  wars  has  been  to  forbid  sudi  a  use  of 
their  ports  except  in  cases  of  distress  or  emergency;* 

Vessels  captured  on  the  high  seas  are  sent  into  port 
under  charge  of  a  prize-master,  who,  with  an  adequate 
prize-crew,  is  placed  on  board  for  that  purpose.  ^  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  prize-master  to  secure  the  ship  and  goods  in 
his  charge  from  spoliation  or  damage  during  the  home- 
ward passage,  and  to  deliver  liis  prize,  immediately  upon 
her  arrival,  into  the  legal  possession  of  the  court  having 
jurisdiction  over  the  case.  The  ship's  papers,  log-book, 
register,  sea-letters,  and  bills  of  lading  are  sealed  by  the 
commanding  officer  of  the  capturing  vessel,  and  they,  with 
two  or  more  members  of  the  ship's  company,  are  conveyed 
into  port  by  the  prize-master,  and  are  delivered  with  the 
prize  into  the  custody  of  the  court.  ^ 

Crews  of  Captured  Vessels.  The  crews  of  enemy  mer- 
chant vessels  captured  on  the  high  seas  become  prisoners 
of  war,  and  are  entitled  to  the  rights  guaranteed  to  that 
class  by  the  rules  of  war.     Such  as  are  neutral  subjects  are 


»ll  Phillimore.  gg  361-364; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  g  388,  note  186; 
Vattcl,  liv.  iii.  chap.  xiii.  g  196;  II 
Halleck,  p.  385;  HaU,   g  277;  V 


Calvo,  M  3012-3033;  Snow,  I).  i66; 
the  Wilhelmsbrog,  5  Robinson, 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  143;  the  Caiharina 


Elizabeth^  i  Acton,  Adm.  Rep.  p. 
^09.  **  A  captured  vessel  must  be 
brought  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  country  to  which  the  captor 
belongs  before  a  regular  condemna- 
tion can  be  awarded." — I  Opin. 
Att.-Gen.  p.  78.  "Captures  must 
be  determined  upon  competent 
evidence,  and  no  rules  for  deter- 
mining the  competency  of  such 
evidence  are  more  proper  for  the 
use  of  the  executive  department 
than  those  which  prevail  in  the 
courts  of  admiraltjr," — I  Ibid.  p. 
401.     "Though  it  is  the  duty  of 


the  captor,  under  the  law  of  na- 
tions, affirmed  by  the  act  of  Con- 
^ss  (Rev.  Stats.  g46i5),  to  send 
in  captured  property  for  adjudica- 
tion by  a  court  of  his  own  country 
having  competent  jurisdiction,  yet 
he  may  be  excused  by  imperative 
circumstances  for  making  a  sale 
of  such  property  and  afterwards 
seasonably  subjecting  the  pro- 
ceeds to  the  jurisdiction  of  a 
proper  court  of  prize." — Jecker 
vs.  Montgomery,  13  Howard,  498. 
» II  Halleck,  p.  409;  III  Philli- 
more, gg  348-355;  Hall,  g  277; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  g  388,  note  186, 
par.  v.;  II  Twiss,  g  166;  the  Pu- 
rissima  Concepcion,  5  Robinson, 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  33;  Die  Fire  Danier, 
Ibid.  p.  3  56;  the  William^  6  Ibid.  p. 
316. 
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exempt  from  capture,  and  are  entitled  to  be  released  upon 
their  written  promise  not  to  serve  on  an  enemy  ship  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  war.  Those  officers  and  mem- 
bers of  the  crew  who  are  subjects  of  the  enemy  state  are 
not  made  prisoners  of  war  if  they  give  a  similar  under- 
taking not  to  take  part  in  any  service  connected  with  the 
operations  of  the  war.* 

The  crews  of  captured  neutral  vessels  cannot  be  regard- 
ed as  prisoners  of  war.  They  are  simply  detained  subject 
to  the  action  of  the  prize-court  upon  the  ship  on  board 
of  which  they  are  employed.  They  are  not  enemies,  and 
are  not  subject  to  detention  or  punishment.  No  measures 
of  severity  towards  them  are  justifiable  except  in  cases  of 
great  emergency,  and  for  such  injuries,  when  shown  to  be 
unnecessary,  prize-courts  may  decree  damages  to  the  in- 
jured parties.' 

Destruction  of  Captured  Vessels.  As  the  present  tenden- 
cy of  neutral  states  is  to  close  tfeeir  ports  to  maritime 
prizes,  such  disposition  of  prizes  is  tnore  likely  to  increase 
than  decrease  in  frequency.  The  practice  of  destroying 
prizes  has  been  objected  to,  but  rather  on  the  ground  of 
humanity  than  legality.  If  the  right  to  capture  enemy 
property  at  sea  be  admitted,  the  right  to  destroy  it  follows 
as  a  natural  consequence.  The  title  of  the  original  owner 
has  been  forcibly  divested  by  an  act  of  war.  If  any  injury 
has  been  inflicted  upon  the  belligerent,  that  injury  con- 
sists in  the  fact  of  capture,  which  amounts  to  a  destruction 
of  the  property  in  so  far  as  the  owner  and  his  government 
are  concerned.  It  can  matter  little  to  either  what  dis- 
position is  made  of  the  property  after  the  owner's  title  has 
been  extinguished.'  The  right  to  destroy  neutral  prizes 
and  their  cargoes  stands  upon  a  different  footing,  however, 
and  has  not  received  such  general  acceptance  as  to  warrant 

'  For  text  of  convention,  see  Ap-  son,  381,  386;  the  Leucade,  Spinks, 

pendix  F,  Convention  No.  11.  221;  V  Calvo,   §  J059;  Risley,  p. 

'  Abdy's  Kent,  p.  276.   See,  also,  149;  Ord.  de  la  Mar,  p.   281;   ll 

note  I,  p.  365,  post.  Twiss,  §  166;  Dana*s  Wheaton,  § 

•  Hall,  iiso\  the  Felicity,  2  Dod-  388,  note  186,  par.  6. 
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the  practice  to  be  regarded  as  a  lawful  disposition  of 
captured  neutral  property.* 

The  Ransom  of  Captured  Vessels.  The  practice  of  fur- 
nishing prize-crews  tends  to  deplete  the  fighting  strength 
of  the  captor,  and,  if  a  number  of  captures  are  made,  a 
time  must  come  when  a  commander,  having  a  due  regard 
to  the  safety  and  efficiency  of  his  own  ship,  can  no  longer 
make  such  detachments  from  his  crew.  This  emergency 
is  recognized  and  provided  for  by  the  law  of  nations,  and 
by  the  mimicipal  law  of  most  states,  which  authorize  him 
in  such  an  emergency  to  destroy  his  prize  or  to  accept  a 
ransom.^  * 

Ransom  Contracts.  Ransom  consists  in  an  agreement 
entered  into  between  a  captor  and  the  master  of  a  captured 
vessel,  acting  in  behalf  of  the  owners,  by  which,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  latter  binding  himself  to  pay  a  stipulated 
stun,  he  is  permitted  to  continue  his  voyage,  by  a  specified 
route,  to  a  certain  port  of  destination.-  The  instrument 
containing  this  agreement  is  called  a  ransom  contract,  and, 
when  regularly  made,  its  binding  force  is  recognized  by  the 
law  of  nations. 

The  ransom  contract  is  executed  in  duplicate,  one  copy 
being  retained  by  the  captor  and  the  other  by  the  master 
of  the  captured  vessel,  to  whom  it  serves  as  a  safe-conduct 
during  the  rest  of  his  voyage.  The  precise  route  to  be 
pursued  is  stated  in  the  contract,  and  if  he  departs  from  it 
he  is  liable  to  a  second  capture.* 

Hostages.  It  was  the  practice  in  former  times  to  give 
hostages  to  the  captor  as  additional  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  ransom.  They  were  conveyed  to  the  captor's 
country,  and  were  there  detained  as  prisoners  until  the 
ransom  was  paid.     They  were  not  always  treated  as  prison- 

'  "  If  the  prize  is  a  neutral  ship,  tional  Law  during  War,  |  167,  p. 
no  circumstances  will  justify  her  331.  The  Felicity,  2  Dodson,  Ad- 
destruction  before  condemnation,  miralty  Reports,  p.  386;  Boyd's 
The  only  proper  reparation  to  the      Wheaton,  pp.  432,  433, 

Lillin 


neutral,  in  such  a  case,  is  to  pay  '  III  Phillimore,  p.  690;  Snow, 

him  the  full  value  of  the  property      p.  155. 

destroyed."  —  II   Twiss,   Interna-  •  Hall,  §  151;  Snow,  p.  101. 
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ers  of  wax,  however,  but  were  at  times  subjected  to  special 
hardships  and  restrictions,  imposed  upon  them  with  a  view 
of  constraining  the  payment  of  the  ransom  contract.  If 
they  died  in  captivity,  the  ransom  contract  still  remained 
binding,  as  they  were  only  regarded  as  collateral  security 
for  its  payment.* 

Recapture  and  Postliminy.  When  a  prize  has  been 
made  at  sea,  it  has  been  seen  to  be  the  duty  of  the  captor 
to  send  it  to  a  port  of  his  own  country,  or  that  of  an  ally, 
for  adjudication.  In  the  prosecution  of  this  voyage  it  is 
liable  to  recapture,  and  a  question  arises  as  to  its  owner- 
ship in  such  a  case.  The  prize  has  been  recaptured  by  an 
armed  vessel  of  the  same  nationality  as  the  original  owner ; 
but  the  recapture,  in  so  far  as  the  recaptor  is  concerned, 
was  attended  by  the  same  risk  and  danger  that  would 
have  been  involved  in  an  original  capture  of  the  same  vessel 
from  the  enemy.  The  captor  has  acquired  certain  rights 
in  the  prize,  and,  at  the  same  time,  the  title  of  the  original 
owner  to  the  property  has  been  to  a  certain  extent  revested* 
The  fiction  of  law  which  has  been  invented  to  adjust  these 
conflicting  claims  is  borrowed  from  the  Roman  law,  and 
is  called  the  rule  of  postliminy,*  It  was  applied  by  the 
Romans  to  all  captures  of  persons  or  property  made  by 
an  enemy  in  war,  and  a  similar  rule  appHed  to  such  por- 
tions of  the  public  territory  as  passed  into  the  hands  of  an 
enemy  as  the  result  of  conquest.  The  title  to  captured 
property  vested  in  the  captor  so  long  as  it  remained  in 
his  secure  possession.  As  prisoners  taken  in  war  became 
slaves  of  their  captors,  their  status  in  Rome,  as  freemen, 
was  suspended  during  captivity.  If  slaves  were  captured, 
the  rule  of  property  applied.  When  recaptured  from  the 
enemy,  the  title  of  the  original  owner  was  revived,  and  the 

*  11  HaUeck,  pp.  360,  536;  Wool-  Traits  du  Droit  de  Propri^t^,  Nos. 
sey,  §  150;  the  ships  taken  at  134,  135;  III  PhiUimore,  pp.  644- 
Genoa,  4  Rob.  388.  647;    If    Halleck,    pp.    358-361; 

Bovd's  Wheaton,  g§  411,  411a;  V 
Calvo,  gg  3i69-3*73»  3184. 
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property  was  restored  to  him  on  payment  of  salvage.  A 
person  who  was  recaptured  became,  according  to  the  rtde 
of  war,  the  property  of  his  recaptor ;  but  the  law  permitted 
him  to  resume  his  freedom,  or  citizenship,  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  a  specified  sipn.*  - 

The  modem  r^le  of^^QStligy ny  resembles  in  principle  the 
rule  of  the  Roman  law,  althofe^gh  it  is  more  just  and  hu- 
mane in  its  application.  Persons  recaptured  in  war  re- 
sume, at  once,  all  their  personal  ana  property  rights. 
Slavery  and  private  ransom  are  alike  discountenanced  by 
international  law:  Property  recaptured  from  an  enemy  on 
land,  if  possible  of  identification,  reverts  to  its  owner  with- 
out cost  or  payment.  Property  recaptured  from  an  enemy 
at  sea  is  restored  to  its  original  owner,  but  is  charged  with 
the  payment  of  a  reward  to  the  recaptor,  to  reimburse  him 
for  the  risk  incurred  and  the  service  rendered.*  The  re- 
ward paid  to  recaptors  for  the  recovery  of  property  capt- 
ured at  sea  is  called  salvage.  The  amount  of  salvage  to 
be  paid,  in  any  particular  case  of  recapture,  is  determined 
by  a  prize-court,  in  accordance  with  the  municipal  law 
of  the  recaptor's  state.  The  amount  of  salvage  awarded 
varies  with  the  difficulty  of  recapture  and  the  value  of  the 
prize.  It  depends  also  upon  the  character  of  the  vessel 
by  which  the  recapture  is  made,  the  award  being  greater 
in  the  case  of  a  privateer  or  merchant  vessel  than  in  that 
of  a  vessel  of  war;  none  being  awarded  for  the  recapture 
of  one  public  armed  vessel  by  another.  **In  general  no 
salvage  is  due  for  the  recapture  of  neutral  vessels  and 
goods,  upon  the  principle  that  the  liberation  of  a  bo^a  fide 
neutral,  from  the  bands  of  the  enemy  to  the  captor,  is  no 
beneficial  service  to  the  neutral,  inasmuch  as  the  same 
enemy  would  be  compelled,  by  the  tribunals  of  his  own 


^  Inst.  liv.  i.  chap.  xii.   t  5;  I  466;  Hall,  pp.  486-493;  II  Halleck, 

Kent,   p.  109;  Woolsey.  §  151;  II  pp.  512-524;  Woolsey.  M151-153; 

PhiUimore,  pp.  615,  616;  V  Calvo,  Upton,   pp.    234-241;   III   phflfi- 

I  3184.  more,  pp.  615-643;  V  Calvo,   SI 

'  Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  435,  465,  3^69-3173. 
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country,  to  make  restitution  of  the  property  thus  unjustly 
seized."  * 

As  recapture  is  possible  only  between  the  place  of  original 
capture  and  the  port  to  whidi  it  is  sent  by  the  captor,  the 
right  of  postliminy  exists  between  the  same  limits  of  time 
and  place.  The  title  of  the  original  owner  is  finally  ex- 
tinguished by  the  action  of  the  prize-court  in  decreeing  the 
condemnation  and  sale  of  the  captured  property ;  and  the 
title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  is  good,  even  against  the 
original  owner  or  his  government.  If  such  property  be 
recaptured  after  it  has  been  regularly  condemned  and  sold, 
it  is  not  restored  to  the  original  owner,  but  is  regarded  as 
lawful  prize,  and  is  treated  as  such.^  England  furnishes  the 
only  exception  to  this  rule.  According  to  the  English  law, 
property  recaptured  during  the  continuance  of  a  war  is 
restored  to  its  owner  upon  payment  of  salvage,  no  matter 
how  long  it  has  been  in  the  enemy's  possession  nor  through 
how  many  hands  it  may  have  passed  in  the  way  of  purchase 
and  sale.  A  treaty  of  peace  is  alone  held  to  confirm  and 
perfect  the  title  to  captures  made  during  a  war." 


*  Boyd's  Wheaton,  p.  435;  I  Hal- 
leck,  p.  i8q;  II  Ibid.  pp.  514-557; 
Woolsey,  g  15a;  Hall.  ^152;  Lip- 
ton,  pp.  341-251;  II  Twiss,  p.  345. 
For  tne  law  of  the  United  States 
on  the  subject,  see  §  4652  of  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  the  United 
States.  For  that  of  France,  Eng- 
land, Spain,  Portugal,  Denmark, 
Sweden,  Holland,  see  Boyd's 
Wheaton,  pp.  442-450;  Snow,  p. 
105;  the  Santa  Crus,  i  Robinson, 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  50;  the  Ceylon,  1 
Dodson,  pp.   105,   1 17-120. 

'  Hall,  pp.  403-495;  II  HaUeck, 
pp.  52a,  523;  III  Pnillimore,  pp. 
617,  6i8;  Upton,  pp.  233-242;  Va- 
lin,  Traits  des  Prises,  liv.  iii.  tit.  ix. 
art.  10.  *'In  cases  of  recapture 
the  rule  of  reciprocity  is  applied. 
If  France  would  restore  in  a  like 
case,  then  we  are  bound  to  restore; 
if  otherwise,  then  the  whole  prop- 
erty must  be  condemned  Xo  the  re- 


captors.  It  appears  that  by  the 
law  of  France  in  cases  of  recapttu^, 
after  the  property  has  been  twentv- 
four  hours  in  possession  of  the 
enemy  the  whole  property  is  ad- 
judged good  prize  to  the  recaptors, 
whether  it  belonged  to  her  sub- 
jects, to  her  allies,  or  to  neutrals. 
We  are  bound,  therefore,  in  this 
case  to  apply  the  same  rule;  and 
as  the  property  in  this  case  was 
recaptured  after  it  had  been  in 
possession  of  the  enemy  more  t^an 
twenty-four  hours,  it  must,  so  far 
as  it  belonged  to  persons  domiciled 
in  France,  be  condemned  to  the 
captors."  —  Schooner  Adeline,  9 
Cranch,  244  [288];  the  Santa  Cruz, 
I  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  50;  the 
Belle  Edwards,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  66; 
the  Wight,  5  Robinson,  315. 

•  II  Halleck,  pp.  514-526;  27 
and  28  Victoria,  chap.  xxv.  |  40; 
in  PbiUiniore,  $|  418-436, 
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Prize-Courts 

Prtze-Courts  and  their  Jurisdiction.  Whenever  a  capt- 
ure has  been  made  at  sea,  it  becomes  the  first  duty  of  the 
captor  to  cause  it  to  be  conveyed  to  ^a  port  of  his  own 
country,  or  that  of  an  ally,  for  adjudication.  The  munici- 
pal laws  of  all  states  provide  special  tribunals  whose  duty 
it  is  to  determine  questions  of  prize.  These  tribunals  are 
called  Prize-Courts,  and  as  the  decision  of  such  questions 
is  an  incident  of  admiralty  jtmsdiction,  the  admiralty 
courts  of  most  states  are  given  jurisdiction  over  cases  of 
maritime  capture.  *  This  power  may  be  vested  in  these 
courts  as  a  branch  of  their  general  admiralty  jurisdiction, 
or  jurisdiction  may  be  conferred  upon  them  by  special 
commission  during  a  particular  war.  The  former  practice 
prevails  in  the  United  States,  the  latter  now  prevails  in 
England.* 

Prize-courts  may  sit  in  the  ports  or  territory  of  a  bellig- 
erent or  in  those  of  an  ally.  They  cannot  sit  in  neutral 
ports,  evten  with  the  consent  of  the  neutral  government,' 
and  a  belligerent  would  justly  regard  the  granting  of  such 
permission  as  a  violation  of  neutral  obligation.  This 
arises  from  the  peculiar  jurisdiction  of  these  tribunals. 
Prize-courts  do  not  try  criminal  cases  or  determine  con- 
troversies arising  between  individuals.  The  question  be- 
fore them  in  case  of  a  particular  capture  is  whether,  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  nations,  the  ship  and  cargo  were 
liable  to  capture,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  capture  was  lay^- 
fully  made.  If  their  decision  be  in  the  affirmative,  the 
ship  and  cargo  are  condemned;   if  the  decision  be  in  the 


^11  Halleck,  pp.  415-422;  II 
Ferguson,  §  282;  Creasy,  §  519. 
"  In  the  United  States  the  district 
courts  have  original  jurisdiction 
in  prize  cases,  subject  to  appeal, 
however,  direct  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States."— V 
Calvo,  gg  3035-3044;  III  Philli- 
more,  gg  437-439- 


» Boyd's  Wheaton,  g  385;  II 
Halleck,  pp.  422,  42^;  Snow, 
pp.  166,  167;  Manning,  pp. 
47 4>  47  5 >  the  Heinrick  and  Ma- 
rta,  4  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  43;  V  Calvo,  gg  J045-3065; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  gg  387-389, 
note  186.  See,  also,  Appendix  P, 
Convention  No.  13,  Art.  IV. 
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negative,  they  are  released.  In  its  investigation  of  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  capture,  and  in  reaching  a  decree  of 
condemnation,  the  court,  to  a  certain  extent,  acts  in  be- 
half of  the  state  under  whose  authority  it  sits,  and  its  de- 
cree fixes  upon  that  government,  in  the  highest  degree,  the 
responsibility  for  the  seizure  and  condemnation  of  the  en- 
emy's property  or  contraband  goods.  Its  action,  there- 
fore, to  a  much  greater  degree  than  is  the  case  with  ordinary 
judicial  proceedings,  constitutes  ati  act  of  sovereignty,  and 
for  this  reason  it  cannot  perform  such  an  act  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  another  sovereign  state.*  As  the  rules  reg- 
ulating captures  at  sea  which  are  applied  by  the  principal 
maritime  powers  are  not  precisely  the  same,  and  as  most 
states  have  some  statutory  provisions  on  the  subject,  it 
follows  that  these  variations  in  law  and  practice  will  be 
reflected  in  the  decisions  of  their  prize  tribunals. 

The  Law  Applied  by  Prize-Courts.  In  deciding  cases 
of  maritime  capture,  prize-courts  apply  the  rules  of  inter- 
national rather  than  municipal  law.  For  this  reason  de- 
cisions in  similar  cases,  rendered  by  the  prize-courts  in 
other  states,  are  regarded  by  them  as  constituting  prece- 
dents of  a  binding  character.  *  *  Prize-courts  are  in  no  way 
bound  to  regard  local  ordinances  arid  municipal  regula- 
tions, tmless  they  are  sanctioned  by  the  law  of  nations. 
Indeed,  if  such  ordinances  arid  regulations  are  in  con- 
travention of  the  established  rules  of  international  juris- 
prudence, prize-courts  must  either  violate  their  duty  or 
entirely  disregard  them.  They  are  not  binding  on  the 
prize-courts,  even  of  the  country  by  which  they  are  is- 
sued. The  stipulations  of  treaties,  however,  are  obligatory 
upon  the  nations  which  have  entered  into  them,  and  prize- 
courts  must  observe  them  in  adjudicating  between  sub- 
jects or  citizens  of  the  contracting  parties.*"^  * 

^11  Halleck,  pp.  422,  433;  III  Fergtison,   §  283;  Creasy,   §  519; 

Phillimore,  §§  433-436;  V  Calvo,  Snow,  pp.  165,  166;  the  Fox,  Edw. 

S§  305^*  3057;  Dana's  Wheaton,  |  Adm.  Rep.  p.  312;  the  Recovery,  6 

380.  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  pp.  348,  349;  III 

'II    Halleck,   pp.    433-436;    II  Phillimore,   pp.   433-436;    Boyd's 
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Procedure  in  Prize  Cases.  The  rules  of  prize,  as  now 
applied  to  maritime  captures,  are  largely  based  upon  the 
provisions  of  the  Roman  Law  on  the  same  subject.  .  .  . 
Not  only  the.  proceedings,  but  also  the  rules  of  evidence 
are,  in  many  respects,  different  from  those  of  courts  of 
Common  Law;  and  prize-courts  not  only  decide  upon  the 
claims  of  capture,  but  also  upon  their  conduct  in  making 
the  capture,  and  subsequently — ^and  not  infrequently — de- 
clare a  forfeiture  of  their  rights  with  vindictive  damages. 

In  prize  cases  the  evidence  to  convict  or  condemn  must 
come,  in  tha  first  instance,  from  the  papers  and  crew  of  the 
captured  ship,  and  it  is  conclusively  upon  these  papers 
and  examinations  that  the  case  is  disposed  of  in  the  first 
instance.  •  If,  from  this  evidence,  the  property  clearly  ap- 
pears to  be  hostile  or  neutral,  condemnation  or  restitu- 
tion immediately  follows.  If  the  property  appears  to  be 
doubtful,  or  the  case  suspicious,  further  proof  may  be 
granted  according  to  the  rules  which  govern  the  legal  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  if  the  claimant  has  not  forfeited  his 

right  to  it  by  a  breach  of  good  faith When  the  national 

character  of  the  ship  or  cargo  does  not  distinctly  appear, 
or  when  the  question  of  proprietary  interest  is  left  in 
doubt,  further  proof  is  usually  ordered.^ 


Wheaton,  g  397a;  the  Afana,  I 
Rob.  p.  350.  •*  The  law  of  prize  is 
part  of  the  law  of  nations.  In  it 
a  hostile  character  is  attached  to 
trade,  independently  of  the  char- 
acter of  the  trader  who  pursues  or 
directs  it." — The  Rapid,  8  Cranch, 
155  [162].  "The  condemnation  of 
a  vessel  and  cargo  in  a  prize-court 
is  not  a  criminal  sentence.  No 
person  is  charged  with  an  offence, 
and  so  no  person  is  in  a  condition 
to  be  relieved  and  reinstated  by 
a  pardon." — X.  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p. 
45a.  *'  Prize-courts  are  subject  to 
the  instructions  of  their  own  sov< 
ereign.  In  the  absence  of  such 
instructions,  their  jurisdictions 
and   rules  of  decision  are  to  be 


ascertained  by  reference  to  the 
known  powers  of  such  tribunals, 
by  which  they  are  governed  un- 
der the  public  law  and  practice 
of  nations." — The  Amv  Warwick, 
2  Sprague,  123.  "Neither  the 
President  nor  any  military  officer 
can  establish  a  court  in  conquered 
country,  and  authorize  it  to  de- 
cide upon  the  rights  of  the  United 
States,  or  of  individuals  in  prize 
causes,  or  to  administer  the  law 
o{  nations." — Jecker  vs,  Mont- 
gomery, 17  Howard,  p.  498. 

»  II  HaJleck,  pp.  4^4-436;  Up- 
ton, pp.  396-434;  III  Phiuimore, 
gg  441-518;  V  Calvo,  gg  3060- 
3087. 
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Right  of  Appeal  in  Prize  Cases.  The  right  of  appeal  is 
invariably  recognized  in  the  laws  creating  prize-courts  and 
defining  their  jurisdiction;  and,  on  account  of  the  impor- 
tance of  the  interests  involved,  special  provisicaa  is  fre- 
quently made  to  enable  prize  cases  to  be  carried  up,  by  way 
of  appeal,  to  a  court  of  last  resort,  in  a  much  shorter  time 
than  is  usual,  and  without  passing  through  any  of  the 
courts  intervening  between  those  of  original  and  final  juris- 
diction. -  The  laws  .of  the  United  States  provide  for  this 
contingency  by  permitting  an  appeal  to  be  taken  directly 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  from  the  district  courts,  which,  in 
the  United  States,  have  original  jurisdiction  in  all  cases  of 
maritime  capture.* 

The  Prize  Court  of  Appeal.  One  of  the  most  impor- 
tant results  of  the  labors  of  the  Second  Peace  Conference 
at  The  Hague  consisted  in  the  establishment  of  a  tribunal 
of  appeal  in  prize  cases.  It  has  long  been  regarded  as  un- 
satisfactory that  a  municipal  prize-court  should  have  the 
power  to  pass,  finally,  upon  controverted  questions  of  prize, 
especially  in  those  cases  in  which  the  rights  of  neutral 
states  or  their  subjects  are  concerned.  It  has  been  held 
by  the  highest  judicial  authority  that  these  courts  apply 
the  general  rules  of  international  law  in  the  decision  of 
prize  cases,  and,  for  that  reason,  their  conclusions  upon 
controverted  questions  of  prize  should  be  accepted  as  final.* 
But  a  considerable  ntimber  of  states  have  dissented  from 
this  view,  and  do  not  attach  decisive  importance  to  the 
decisions  of  municipal  courts  having  prize  jurisdiction.  It 
was,  therefore,  in  the  highest  degree  expedient  that  a 
court  of  review  should  be  established,  having  for  its  pur- 
pose to  introduce  finality,  order,  and  uniformity  into  the 
decisions  of  the  controverted  questions  that  arise  in  the 
determination  of  such  cases. 

The  Prize  Court  of  Appeal,  as  established  in  the  treaty, 
is  composed  of  fifteen  judges,  nine  of  whom  constitute  a 
quorum.     They  are  selected  irr  rotation  by  the  states  who 

*  Upton,  pp.  433,  434.  '  See  note  2,  page  370,  ante. 
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are  parties  to  the  treaty,  and  hold  office  for  terms  of  six 
ygars.  The  scheme  of  selection  is  such  as  to  insure  a  due 
measure  of  representation  on  the  court  to  all  of  the  signa- 
tory states  in  succession.    • 

Cases  are  brought  by  the  states  who  are  parties  to  the 
undertaking,  but  an  action  may  be  maintained  by  the 
subject  or  citizen  of  a  signatory  power  with  the  consent 
of  his  government.  Where  treaties  exist  between  the 
belligerent  captor  and  the  power  which  is  a  party  to  the 
controversy,  or  whose  citizen  or  subject  is  a  party  thereto, 
the  court  is  required  to  conform  to  the  stipulations  of  such 
conventions.  In  the  absence  of  such  stipulations,  the  court 
is  required  to  apply  the  rules  of  international  law.  If  such 
generally  recognized  rules  do  not  exist,  the  case  will  be  de- 
cided in  accordance  with  general  principles  of  justice  and 
equity.* 

Distribution 

Prize-Money.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  title  to  capt- 
ured property  is  vested,  by  the  decree  of  condemnation, 
in  the  government  whose  flag  the  ship  carries,  and  by  whose 
forces  such  capture  is  made;  its  subsequent  disposition  is 
regulated  by  the  municipal  law  of  the  captor's  state.  The 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  diips  and  cargoes  which  have  been 
regularly  captured  and  condemned  is  called  prize-money, 
which,  by  the  law  of  most  states,  is  distributed  among 
officers  and  crews  of  the  vessels  or  fleets  by  whom  the  capt- 
ure was  made.  Such  was  the  law  of  the  United  States, 
in  respect  to  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  maritime 
prizes,  from  the  establishment  of  the  government  under 
the  Constitution  until  the  close  of  the  war  of  1898  with 
Spain,  when,  by  a  formal  enactment  of  Congress,  all  laws 
authorizing  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
prizes,  as  well  as  those  authorizing  the  payment  of  bounty 
or  head-money,  were  finally  repealed.' 

'  For  text  of  the  convention,  see     Stats,  at  Large,  p.  1007);  §§  4630- 
Appendix  F,  Convention  No.  12.       4635  and  464^  of  the  Rev.  Stats. 
*  §  13  Act  of  March  3,  1899  (3^     were  repealed  by  this  enactment. 

25 
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Privateers.  In  case  of  privateers,  prize-money  is  dis- 
tributed among  the  owners,  officers,  and  crew  in  accord- 
ance with  any  agreement  which  may  have  been  made  by 
them  for  that  purpose;  in  the  absence  of  such  an  agree- 
ment, however,  one-half  of  the  prize-money  is  awarded  to 
the  owners  and  one-half  to  the  officers  and  crew,  which  is 
distributed  in  accordance  with  the  same  rules  as  are  ap- 
plied to  public  armed  vessels. 

Rules  for  Determining  the  Nationality  of  Ships  and 
Goods.  It  has  been  seen  that,  in  the  determination  of  a 
question  of  prize,  the  decision  will  depend  upon  whether 
the  property  seized  has,  or  has  not,  the  enemy  character. 
To  determine  questions  thus  arising,  as  to  the  nationality 
of  ships  and  goods,  certain  rules  are  recognized  by  the  prize- 
courts  of  all  nations.     The  more  important  of  them  are: 

(a.)  The  nationality  of  ships  and  goods  is,  in  general, 
determined  by  the  domicile  Of  their  owner.  Those  owned 
by  one  domiciled  in  a  hostile  country  are  enemy  goods; 
those  owned  by  one  having  a  domicile  in  a  neutral  state 
are  neutral  goods.* 

(6.)  The  products  of  hostile  soil,  and  articles  manufact- 
ured in  enemy's  territory,  are  hostile,  by  whomsoever 
owned. 

(c.)  The  share  of  a  neutral  partner,  in  a  firm  having  a 
hostile  domicile,  is  hostile.     ' 

(J.)  If  an  owner  of,  or  partner  in,  a  business  situated  in 
a  neutral  state  has  himself  a  hostile  domicile,  his  share  in 
the  neutral  house  is  regarded  as  enemy  property. 

{e.)  A  neutral  sailing  under  the  enemy  flag,  or  carrying 
his  register  or  license  to  trade,  is  regarded  as  an  enemy. 

(/.)  The  nationality  of  goods  is  determined  by  'their 
ownership  at  the  instant  of  capture ;  .a  change  made  in 
ownership  after  that  date  is  not  recognized. 

(g.)  lu  addition  to  the  immunity  accorded  to  ships  en- 
gaged in  religious  or  philanthropic  missions  by  the  Con- 

>This  is  the   Anglo-American  view.     Cf.  the  case  of  the  Pedro, 
175  U.  S.  354. 
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vention  of  The  Hague  of  October  i8,  1907,^  ** vessels  of 
discovery,  or  of  expeditions  of  exploration  and  survey, 
sent  for  the  examination  of  unknown  seas,  islands,  and 
coasts,  are  by  general  consent  exempt  from  the  contin- 
gencies of  war,  and  are  therefore  not  liable  to  capture. 
Prize  cases  were  at  first  determined  in  the  United  States 
by  the  Federal  Court  of  Appeals  in  Cases  of  Capture  to 
which  appeals  were  brought,  under  the  Confederation 
from  state  admiralty  courts.  Upon  the  adoption  of  the 
new  Constitution  in  1789,  the  United  States  District  Courts 
took  cognizance  of  prize  cases  as  an  inherent  element  in 
their  jurisdiction,  and  the  states  recognized,  although  not 
without  misgivings,  that  they  had  ceased  to  have  any 
control  in  admiralty  or  prize  cases  (U.  S.  vs.  Peters,  the 
case  of  the  famous  sloop  Active ,  5  Cranch,  114-141). 

In  Great  Britain  a  jurisdiction  in  prize  is  instituted  upon 
the  outbreak  of  war  (cf.  The  Naval  Prize  Acts,  1864, 1894, 
1 914).  Upon  the  Continent  of  Europe,  save  in  Holland, 
Prize  Courts  are  administrative  and  not  judicial  tribtmals. 
The  French  Prize  Court  of  to-day  sits  at  the  Palais  Royal 
in  an  apartment  usually  devoted  to  sessions  of  the  Section 
du  Contentieux  of  the  Conseil  d'Etat. 


CHAPTER  XII 

NEUTRALITY:     THE    NEUTRAL    RELATION  :      RIGHTS    AND 
DUTIES   OF    NEUTRALS  :     UNNEUTRAL    SERVICES 

Neutrality.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  outbreak  of  war 
between  two  or  more  states,  and,  in  certain  cases,  the  occur- 
rence of  a  purely  internal  war,  operate  to  place  all  other 
states  of  the  civilized  world  in  a  peculiar  status  of  non-inter- 
ference in  respect  to  the  operations  of  war;  to  the  relation 
thus  created  between  the  states  which  become  parties  to  the 
war  and  those  which  refrain  from  participation  in  its  opera- 
tions—  either  as  belligerents  or  allies  —  the  term  neutrality 
is  applied,  and  a  neutral  state  may  be  defined  as  one  which 
wholly  abstains  from  taking  part  in  an  existing  war  and  ren- 
ders no  aid  or  service  to  either  belligerent  in  his  military  op- 
erations.' 

Character  of  the  Neutral  Relation.  In  strictness,  the  rela- 
tions existing  between  two  states,  at  any  time,  must  be  either 
those  of  peace  or  war.  International  law  recognizes  no  in- 
*termediate  condition.  When  a  state  occupies  the  position 
of  a  neutral  it  simply  undertakes  to  maintain,  without  inter- 
ruption,  its  peaceful  relations  with  both  belligerents.  The 
maintenance  of  such  relations  is,  of  course,  more  difficult  in 
war  than  in  time  of  profound  peace ;  and  to  this  end  a  neu- 
tral state  finds  itself  obliged  to  take  such  precautions,  within 
its  territorial  limits,  as  will  guarantee  the  continuance  of  such 

*  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  (  104;  pp.  171,  172;  III  Philltmore,  p.225; 

Grotius, liv.  iii. chap. xvii. ;   II  Hal-  it  Fennison,  {  226 ;  I  Kent.  pp.  1 16, 

leek,  p.  173;  Boyd's  Wheaton.  ff  117;  Upton,  p.  259;  Bluntschli,  fl 

435.436;  Hall,  pp.  81.82;  Creasy,  742.  743;  KlUber,  §§279.  280;  IV 

JS  53^  532;  Woolsey,  §  163 ;  Risley,  Calvo.  §§  2491-2493;  Heffter,  1 144. 
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friendly  relations.  For  the  same  purpose  it  has  recourse  to 
such  positive  measures  as  will  secure  immunity  from  acts  of 
belligerency  within  its  territory,  and  compel  respect  for  its 
sovereignty  and  independence/ 

History  of  Neutrality.  The  rules  of  neutral  obligation 
are  of  relatively  recent  growth,  and,  in  their  present  form,  are 
lai^ely  the  result  of  a  compromise  between  the  conflicting 
rights  and  interests  of  belligerents  and  neutrals.  In  ancient 
times  the  very  conception  of  neutrality  was  impossible*  So 
long  as  one  powerful  state  aspired  to  or  claimed  universal 
dominion,  it  was  impossible  for  other  and  less  powerful  states 
to  maintain  that  separate,  independent  existence  which  is  es- 
sential to  the  recognition  of  state  rights,  and  so  to  the  devel- 
opment of  a  true  theory  of  neutrality.  War,  among  the  an* 
cients,  was  the  normal  state  of  mankind,  in  which  all  nations 
participated,  either  as  principals  or  allies.  Had  any  ancient 
state  attempted  to  occupy  a  position  remotely  resembling 
that  of  neutrality,  according  to  the  modem  acceptation  of  the 
term,  and  had  it  attempted  to  compel  respect  to  its  neutral 
rights,  the  belligerent  against  whom  the  attempt  was  made 
would  have  regarded  it  as  an  act  of  war,  and  would  have  gov- 
erned itself  accordingly.  This  state  of  affairs  continued  until 
the  modern  idea  of  state  sovereignty  and  territorial  indepen- 
dence began  to  be  generally  recognized,  towards  the  close  of 
the  Middle  Ages.' 


>  "  Neutrals  in  their  own  country 
may  sell  to  belligerents  whatever 
belligerents  may  choose  to  buy. 
The  principal  exceptions  to  this 
rule  are  that  neutrals  must  not  sell 
to  one  belligerent  what  they  refuse 
to  sell  to  the  other,  and  must  not 
furnish  soldiers  or  sailors  to  either; 
nor  prepare,  or  suffer  to  be  pre- 
pared, within  their  territory,  armed 
ships  or  military  or  naval  expe- 
ditions against  either.  So,  too, 
except  goods  contraband  of  war,  or 
conveyed  with  intent  to  violate  a 
blockade*  neutrals  may  transport 


to  belligerents  whatever  belliger- 
ents may  agree  to  take.  And  so, 
again,  neutrals  may  convey,  in  neu- 
tral ships,  from  one  neutral  port  to 
another,  any  goods,  whether  con- 
traband of  war  or  not,  if  intended 
for  actual  delivery,  at  the  port  of 
destination  and  to  become  part  of 
the  common  stock  of  the  country 
or  of  the  port."— The  Bermuda,  3 
Wallace,  514. 

'  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  {  244;  Ho- 
sack,  pp.  164, 165 ;  IV  Calvo,  {§  2495 
-250Q ;  Heffter,  %  1 52, 
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Development  of  the  Neutral  Theory  among  the  Maritime  States 
of  Europe.  In  the  history  of  neutrality  a  marked  difference 
in  development  will  be  found  to  exist  between  the  maritime 
and  non-maritime  states  of  the  civilized  world.  This  differ* 
ence  is  due,  in  part,  to  the  powerful  influence  exerted  by  com- 
mercial intercourse  in  the  development  of  certain  nations,  and» 
in  part,  to  the  fact  that  the  theory  of  neutral  obligation  found 
its  first  practical  application  in  the  sh^pe  of  an  immunity  from 
capture  accorded,  in  time  of  war,  to  the  ships  and  goods  of 
non-belligerents — or  neutrals,  as  they  would  now  be  called — on 
the  high  seas.  Indeed,  the  rules  of  neutrality  on  land,  as  will 
presently  be  seen,  are  of  much  more  recent  development,  and 
did  not  come  into  existence  until  several  centuries  after  the 
exemption  of  neutral  goods  from  capture  on  the  sea  had  re- 
ceived general  international  recognition.  For  this  reason  it 
will  be  proper  to  discuss,  first,  the  development  of  the  theory 
of  neutrality  among  the  maritime  states  of  Europe. 

The  theory  of  neutrality  is  based  upon,  and  deduced  from, 
the  conception  of  a  number  of  sovereign  states,  or  political 
communities,  each  enjoying  a  separate  existence,  and  each  rec- 
ognizing the  separate  and  Independent  existence  of  every 
other.  Such  conditions  were  fulfilled  by  the  Mediterranean 
cities  that  participated  in  the  revival  of  commerce  towards  the 
close  of  the  Dark  Ages;  and  it  was  among  them  that  the 
modern  theory  of  neutrality  was  developed.  The  first  concep- 
tion of  neutral  right  to  acquire  general  recognition  among 
them  seems  to  have  consisted  in  the  idea  that,  at  the  outbreak 
of  war  between  any  two  cities,  the  commerce  of  the  rest,  who 
remained  friendly  to  the  belligerents,  since  it  in  no  way  con- 
cerned the  hostile  cities,  should  undergo  the  least  possible  in- 
terruption. Out  of  this  immunity  grew  the  idea  of  the  ex- 
emption of  neutrM  or  friendly  goods  from  capture  in  time  of 
war. 

These  cities  were  either  independent  communities  or  were 
situated  in  separate  states,  and  commercial  relations  had  be* 
come  so  finnly  established  among  them  by  the  close  of  the 
eleventh  century  as  to  warrant  the  preparation  of  a  code  of 


NEUTRALITY  379 

sea  laws  containing  their  common  maritime  usages.  The  ear- 
liest of  these  codes,  the  'Xonsolato  del  JMare/*  recognized  the 
distinction  between  the  property  of  friends  and  enemies  in 
war,  and  declared  that  the  former  was  exempt  from  capture 
and  confiscation,  even  when  found  on  an  enemy's  vessel.  If 
such  property  were  delivered  at  its  destination,  freight  was 
due  to  the  belligerent  captor  who  effected  the  delivery.  Simi- 
lar provisions  were  contained  in  the  later  sea  laws ;  indeed, 
so  long  as  maritime  commerce  was  controlled  by  the  cities  of 
southern  and  western  Europe,  the  treatment  of  neutral  prop- 
erty at  sea  was  marked  by  extreme  liberality. 

The  cities  that  were  identified  with  the  revival  of  com- 
merce engaged  in  such  pursuits  for  purely  mercenary  reasons. 
They  were  rivals  in  commerce  only,  and  none  of  them  aspired 
to  territorial,  as  distinguished  from  commercial,  dominion. 
Their  commercial  rivalry  was  keen,  however,  and  some  of  them 
asserted  claims  to  the  exclusive  control  of  certain  waters  for 
purposes  of  trade.  Conflicts  of  interest  thus  arose,  which  at 
times  resulted  in  war ;  but  as  their  commercial  interests  were, 
on  the  whole,  of  the  first  importance,  their  relations  were  more 
generally  peaceful  than  hostile.  Upon  the  outbreak  of  war 
the  greater  number  of  cities  found  it  to  be  to  their  interest  to 
refrain  from  participation  in  its  operations,  and  to  continue 
their  friendly  relations  with  both  belligerents.  The  relations 
of  the  non-belligerent,  or  neutral,  cities  with  each  other  under- 
went no  change.  They  were  at  peace,  and  simply  maintained, 
without  interruption,  their  ordinary  commercial  intercourse. 
As  the  greater  number  of  these  cities  were  usually  at  peace,  it 
is  easy  to  see  that  it  was  to  the  general  interest  that  their 
commercial  relations  should  suffer,  during  war,  the  least  possible 
interruption.  The  necessity  of  combining  to  protect  their  mer- 
chant vessels  from  the  depredations  of  pirates  must  have  sug- 
gested to  them,  at  a  relatively  early  date,  the  desirability  of 
similar  concerted  action  to  secure  a  like  immunity  from  acts 
of  belligerency,  and  to  compel  respect  for  their  neutral  rights.' 

'  Hall,  pp.  576-579 ;  IV  Calvo,  SS  2495-2500 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  f  244 ; 
I  Hautefeuille,  pp.  195-239.  , 
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The  Rule  of  the  "  Consolato  del  Mare^  Out  of  this  state  of 
international  relations  grew  the  rule  of  the  "  Consolato  del  Mare," 
that  enemy  goods  were  liable  to  capture,  and  neutral  goods 
were  exempt  from  capture,  wherever  found.  This  rule  was 
generally  accepted  by  the  commercial  cities,  and,  later,  by 
the  European  powers.  With  occasional  interruptions,  due  in 
great  part  to  treaty  stipulations,  it  continued  to  be  the  most 
generally  accepted  rule  upon  the  subject  of  the  liability  of 
property  to  capture  at  sea,  until  the  adoption  of  the  more 
liberal  rule  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  in  1856.' 

General  Acceptance  of  the  Rule.  England  adopted  the  rule 
at  the  organization  of  its  admiralty  courts  during  the  reign 
of  Edward  III.,  and  has  consistently  maintained  it  during  her 
subsequent  history.  In  a  small  number  of  treaties,  made 
during  the  seventeenth  and  eighteenth  centuries,  the  English 
Government  conceded  the  principle  that  free  ships  make  free 
goods ;  but  these  concessions  were  of  a  temporary  character, 
and  in  nearly  all  cases  were  terminated  by  a  positive  dis- 
avowal of  the  milder  rule.  France,  after  observing  the  rule 
of  the  "Consolato"  for  nearly  five  hundred  years,  repudiated  it 
in  the  Maritime  Ordinances  of  1681.  By  that  instrument  the 
rule  of  capture  was  stated  to  be  that  the  goods  of  an  enemy 
in  a  neutral  vessel  and  the  goods  of  a  friend  in  an  enemy's 
vessel  were  alike  liable  to  capture,  thus  establishing  the  rule 
that  enemy  ships  make  enemy  goods.  This  continued  to  be 
the  practice  of  France,  subject  to  some  modification  in  her 
conventional  law,  until  the  Declaration  of  Paris.  The  prac- 
tice of  Spain,  during  the  period  of  her  maritime  supremacy, 
was  similarly  severe. 

Policy  of  the  United  States.  The  policy  of  the  United 
States,  as  indicated  in  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
has  been  substantially  the  same  as  that  of  England.  "  The 
two  distinct  propositions — i.  That  enemy's  goods  found  on 
board  a  neutral  ship  may  lawfully  be  seized  as  prize  of  war, 

■  Consolato  del  Mare,  chap.  273,     pp.  96-103 ;  IV  Calvo,  f  2495  •  Heff- 
II 1-9;  Manning,  pp.  279-287 ;  Ho-     ter,  |  152. 
sack,  pp.  164-167;  Ortolan,  11 V.  iL 
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and,  2.  That  the  goods  of  a  neutral  found  on  board  of  an 
enemy's  vessel  are  to  be  restored — have  also  been  explicitly 
incorporated  into  the  jurisprudence  of  the  United  States,  and 
declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  to  be  founded  on  the  law  of 
nations.  The  rule,  it  was  observed  by  the  court,  rested  on 
the  simple  and  intelligible  principle  that  war  gave  a  full  right 
to  capture  the  goods  of  an  enemy,  but  gave  no  right  to  capt- 
ure the  goods  of  a  friend.  The  neutral  flag  constituted  no 
protection  to  enemy's  property,  and  the  belligerent  flag  com- 
municated no  hostile  character  to  neutral  property.  The 
character  of  the  property  depended  upon  the  fact  of  owner- 
ship, and  not  upon  the  character  of  the 'vehicle  in  which  it 
was  found.  Nations,  indeed,  had  changed  this  simple  and 
natural  principle  of  public  law  by  conventions  between  them- 
selves, in  whole  or  in  part,  as  they  believed  it  to  be  for  their 
interest;  but  the  one  proposition,  that  free  ships  should  make 
free  goods,  did  not  necessarily  imply  the  converse  proposition, 
that  enemy's  ships  should  make  enemy's  goods.  If  a  treaty 
established  the  one  proposition,  and  was  silent  as  to  the  other, 
the  other  stood  precisely  as  if  there  had  been  no  stipulation, 
and  upon  the  ancient  rule."' 

The  policy  of  the  different  departments  of  the  United  States 
Government  upon  the  question  of  maritime  capture  has  not 
been  the  same.  The  courts  of  the  United  States,  being  to 
some  extent  controlled  by  the  English  precedents  in  prize 
cases,  have,  in  the  main,  followed  the  English  rule,  as  expressed 
in  the ''  Consolato  del  Mare." '  The  political  departments,  on  the 
other  hand,  have  constantly  endeavored  to  secure  the  greatest 
possible  immunity  from  capture  for  private  property  at  sea, 
and  to  that  end  have  endeavored  to  obtain,  by  treaty  and 
otherwise,  international  consent,  not  only  to  the  rule  that  free 
ships  make  free  goods,  but  that  all  private  property  at  sea, 
not  contraband  of  war,  should  be  exempt  from  capture  and 
confiscation  in  time  of  war.' 

*TheAr4fr«y>,9Cranch.388,4i9;  Wheaton,  §  4391 ;    II  HaHeck.  pp. 

Ill  Phillimore,pp.  317, 318 ;  I  Kent,  308-312 ;  IV  Calvo,  §  2495. 

pp.  124,  125.  'President  Pierce,  Second  Annual 

'I   Kent,  pp.   127-135;    Boyd's  Message,   1854;    Marcy  to  Baron 
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The  Principle  of  Free  Ships,  Free  Goods.  The  principle 
that  free  ships  make  free  goods  was  first  recognized  by  Holland 
during  the  early  part  of  the  seventeenth  century,  and  was  the 
result  of  the  peculiar  situation  of  that  state  as  a  European 
power.  Its  military  strength  on  land  was  far  less  in  amount 
than  that  of  the  great  states  by  which  it  was  surrounded,  and 
was  never  more  than  sufficient  to  the  task  of  securing  its  inde- 
pendent political  existence.  The  contrary,  however,  was  the 
case  at  sea,  where  the  maritime  power  of  the  republic  was 
exceeded,  if  at  a)l,  by  that  of  England  alone.  The  mainte- 
nance of  its  position  a^  a  maritime  and  commercial  power  thus 
became  a  matter  of  the  first  importance,  and  was  so  recognized 
by  the  succession  of  able  statesmen  who  directed  the  state 
policy  of  the  United  Provinces  during  the  seventeenth  and 
eighteenth  centuries.  Having  but  little  military  strength,  it 
was  desirable  that  Holland  should  remain  neutral  in  all  Euro- 
pean wars.  It  was  still  more  desirable,  however,  that  its  im- 
mense carrying  trade  should  be  exempt  from  the  effects  of  war 
at  sea.  But  this  exemption  could  only  be  obtained  by  securing 
the  adoption  of  the  rule  that/r^^  ships  made  free  goods ^  as  the 
rule  then  prevailing  was  that  of  the  ''  Consolato  del  Mare,"  by 
whicl)  the  ownership  of  property  determined  its  liability  to 
capture. 

For  the  adoption  of  a  new  rule  on  the  subject  of  maritime 
capture  the  general  consent  of  nations  was  necessary,  and  that 
consent  could  only  be  obtained  by  treaty  stipulations.  The 
efforts  of  the  Dutch  Government  were  therefore  directed  to 
that  end,  and,  as  a  result,  a  number  of  treaties  were  negotiated 
in  which  the  rule  olfree  ships,  free  goods ^  was  recognized,  and 
the  liability  to  capture  was  determined  by  the  nationality  of 
the  vessel,  and  not  by  the  ownership  of  the  goods,  as  in  the 
ancient  rules.    As  Holland  was  more  generally  neutral  than 


Gerolt,  Dec.  9,  1854;    III  Dig.  Int.  with  the  United  Provinces  in  178a; 

L*w.  f  385.    The  principle  of  free  with  Sweden  in  1783. 1 816,  and  1827; 

ships,  free  goods,  was  incorporated  with  Prussia  in  1785  and  1828;  with 

in  the  treaties  between  the  United  Spain  in  1795. 
States  and  France  in  1788  and  1800; 
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belligerent,  the  adoption  of  the  Utter  jprinclple,  in  its  fullest 
extent,  would  be,  in  the  main,  adv^intageous  to  her  interests. 
She  would  gain  more,  as  a  neutral,  by  the  adoption  of  the  rule 
of  free  skips,  free  goods,  than  she  would  lose,  as  a  belligerent, 
by  the  adoption  of  the  rule  of  eneMy  ships,  enemy  goods.  For 
this  reason,  in  some  of  her  treaties  both  of  these  principles 
were  connected,  and  the  liability  of  merchandise  to  capture  on 
the  high  seas  was  determined  by  the  nationality  of  the  vessel, 
rather  than  by  the  ownership  of  the  cat^^o.' 

The  principle  of  free  ships,  free  goods,  was  accepted  by  many 
of  the  less  important  commercial  states  of  Europe.  It  was 
generally  accepted  by  the  Baltic  powers,  by  France,  in  the 
Treaty  of  Ryswick,  in  1657,  and  even  by  England,  in  a  few 
treaties  negotiated  between  the  years  1658  and  1756.  From 
the  year  1715  onward,  the  maritime  importance  of  Holland 
steadily  declined;  and  as  that  state  was  no  longer  directly 
interested  in  the  maintenance  of  the  new  rule,  the  treaties 
upon  which  it  had  been  based  were  not  renewed,  or  were 
suffered  to  lapse,  and  it  appeared  less  frequently  in  the  new 
treaties  which  were  negotiated,  from  time  to  time,  upon  the 
subject  of  maritime  capture.  From  the  Peace  of  Paris,  in  1763, 
until  the  outbreak  of  the  Crimean  War,  in  1853,  the  maritime 
preponderance  of  England  was  sufHcient  to  prevent  the  general 
adoption  of  any  principle  of  capture  more  liberal  or  less  severe 
than  that  contained  in  the  rule  of  the ''  Consolato  del  Mare,"  the 
justice  of  which  the  British  Government  had  always  maintained. 

At  the  outbreak  of  the  Crimean  War  the  British  Government 
announced  that  for  the  period  of  that  war  it  would  *'  waive 
the  right  of  seizing  enemy's  property  laden  on  board  a  neutral 
vessel  unless  it  be  contraband  of  war/*  A  similar  waiver  was 
made  by  the  French  Government.  In  both  cases  the  con- 
cession was  declared  to  be  due  to  a  desire  to  render  the  war 
''  as  little  onerous  as  possible  to  the  powers  with  which  they 
remained  at  peace.' 


>»  t 


'  For  lists  of  these  treaties  see     1854.  made  by  England  and  France. 
Ill  Phtllimore,  pp.  324  et  seq.  See,  also,  Marcy  to  Crampton,  Or- 

'  Joint  Declaration  of  March  2%,     tolan,  liv.  ii.  pp.  464-466. 
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The  Declaration  of  Paris.  The  Treaty  of  Paris,  which 
terminated  the  Crimean  War,  was  signed  on  March  30, 
1856.  The  rejpresentatives  of  the  powers  that  had  been 
parties  to  the  treaty,  at  the  suggestion  of  Coimt  Walewski, 
the  French  plenipotentiary,  assembled  in  conference  for 
the  purpose  of  discussing  the  rules  of  maritime  capture, 
and,  on  the  i6th  of  April  following,  adopted  a  body  of  niles 
modifying  the  existing  rules  of  capture,  which  has  since 
been  known  as  the  Declaration  of  Paris.  The  rules  adopt- 
ed were  four  in  number: 

(a.)  Privateering  is,  and  remains,  abolished. 

(ft.)  The  neutral  flag  covers  enemy's  goods,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  contraband  of  war. 

(c.)  Neutral  goods,  with  the  exception  of  contraband  of 
war,  are  not  liable  to  capture  under  the  enemy's  flag. 

(d.)  Blockades,  to  be  binding,  must  be  effective — ^that 
is  to  say,  maintained  by  a  force  sufficient  really  to  prevent 
access  to  the  coast  of  the  enemy. 

The  Declaration  was  signed  by  plenipotentiaries  repre- 
senting Great  Britain,  France,  Russia,  Austria,  Sardinia, 
Prussia,  and  Turkey;  and  the  signatory  powers  further 
agreed  to  bring  the  Declaration  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
states  which  had  not  taken  part  in  the  Congress  of  Paris, 
and  to  invite  them  to  accede  to  it.  Between  the  years 
1856  and  1861  the  principles  of  the  Declaration  had  been 
accepted  by  all  the  European  powers  except  Spain,  and  by 
all  those  on  the  western  continent  except  Mexico  and  the 
United  States.  The  three  powers  which  refused  to  adopt 
the  proposed  rules  agreed  in  rejecting  the  rule  abandoning 
the  practice  of  privateering,  and,  as  the  Declaration  had 
to  be  accepted  as  an  entirety,  these  states  were  thus  pre- 
vented from  formally  accepting  the  three  rules  to  which 
they  entertained  no  objection.* 

*  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,   §  342,  p.  The  Hague  in  1907.     The  United 

^73*       Spain     and     Mexico     an-  States  is  now  the  only  first-class 

nounced    their    adhesion    to    the  power  which  has  refused  to  ac- 

Declaration    during    the    sessions  cept   the   terms   of   the    Declara- 

of  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at  tion. 
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When  the  Declaration  of  Paris  was  submitted  to  the  gov- 
ernment of  the  United  States  for  adoption,  it  was  replied, 
in  behalf  of  that  power,  that,  in  their  proposed  form,  the 
rules  could  not  be  accepted  as  a  whole.  The  policy  of  the 
United  States  had  always  been  to  maintain  a  small  na- 
val establishment,  and  its  important  commercial  interests 
would  not  permit  it  to  resign  the  right  of  increasing  its 
power  at  sea,  at  the  outbreak  of  war,  by  the  acceptance 
into  its  naval  service  of  a  force  of  privateers.  It  was  ob- 
served, however,  that  if  a  rule  were  added  to  the  Declara- 
tion exempting  all  private  property  from  capture  at  sea, 
in  time  of  war,  the  necessity  for  the  employment  of  such 
an  additional  force  would  disappear,  and  the  United  States 
would  gladly  accede  to  the  proposed  rules.*  At  the  out- 
break of  the  War  of  the  Rebellion  an  attempt  was  made  by 
the  United  States  to  become  a  party  to  the  Declaratien  of 
Paris,  but,  as  it  was  understood  that  its  acceptance  was  to 
include  the  Confederate  States  as  well,  the  attempt  was 
not  persisted  in.' 

Binding  Force  of  the  Declaration.  The  rules  of  the  Decla- 
ration of  Paris  upon  the  subject  of  maritime  capture,  al- 
though binding  upon  the  signatory  powers  alone,  have  been 
generally  accepted  as  the  rule  of  international  law  upon 
the  subjects  of  which  they  treat,  and  it  is  highly  improb- 
able that  a  severer  rule  will  be  adopted  at  any  time  in  the 
future.  The  adoption  of  a  milder  rule  is  as  little  probable. 
Upon  several  occasions  it  has  been  suggested  to  amend 
them,  in  the  direction  of  greater  liberality,  by  the  adoption 
of  a  rule  exempting  all  private  property  from  capture  at 
sea.  These  suggestions  have  not  been  favorably  received 
by  the  great  maritime  powers,  however,  and  there  is  no  in- 
dication, at  present,  that  the  rules  of  the  Declaration  will 
be  rela^d  in  such  a  way  as  to  give  to  private  property  at 

'  III  Dig.   Int.  Law,   |  34a,  p.  bellion,  in  1861,  that  it  would  ob- 

274.  serve  the  rules  of  the  Declaration 

'  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  342,  pp.  during  the  continuance  of  hostili- 

273-304.    "The  UYiited  States  an-  ties." — Hall,  g  256;  Dana's  Whea- 

Qounced  at  th^  QUtbreak  qI  the  re-  ton,  $  475,  note  333. 
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sea  any  greater  immunity  from  capture  than  it  now  en- 
joys.* 

At  different  times  the  justice  of  the  rules  of  liie  Declara- 
tion of  Paris  has  been  discussed,  especially  in  England,  and 
the  opinion  has  been  advanced  that  that  power  had  un- 
wisely surrendered  a  valuable  right,  without  receiving  in 
return  any  corresponding  advantage.  It  is  difficult  to  see 
how  this  ground  can  be  maintained.  The  loss  of  private 
property  at  sea,  however  great  in  amount,  rarely  affects,  to 
any  material  extent,  the  military  resources  of  a  powerful 
belligerent,  and  so  rarely  contributes  to  bring  to  an  end  an 
existing  war.  It  would  be  impossible  to  invent  a  more  effect- 
ive method  of  not  only  crippling  but  absolutely  destroying 
the  merchant  marine  of  a  state  than  was  resorted  to,  with 
the  most  complete  success,  by  the  government  of  the  Confed- 
erate States  during  the  War  of  the  Rebellion.  But  the  de- 
struction  wrought  by  the  Confederate  cruisers  in  no  material 
way  impaired  the  military  strength  of  the  United  States, 
or  changed  the  result  of  the  war  in  the  slightest  degree. 
If  it  were  intended,  by  the  destruction  of  vast  amounts  of 
private  property,  to  affect  the  course  of  the  Federal  Giov- 
ernment,  that  intention  signally  failed  of  execution. 

The  position  of  England  in  this  matter  is  still  more  diffi- 
cult to  understand.  The  English  navy,  efficient  apd  pow- 
erful as  it  may  be,  is  not  omnipotent,  and,  as  the  experience 
of  the  United  States  has  shown,  the  enormous  commercial 
marine  of  England  would,  in  the  event  of  war,  be  liable  to 
capture  and  destruction,  as  a  result  of  the  depredations  of 
a  relatively  smaU  number  of  fast-steaming  cruisers,  whose 
operations  are  more  difficult  to  check  than  is  generally  sup- 
posed.' The  power  of  a  state  to  efficiently  police  the  sea 
and  to  protect  its  merchant  marine,  by  preventing  or  pim- 
ishing  depredations  against  it,  is  largely  overestimated. 
At  no  time  in  history  has  the  supreniacy  of  England  at  sea 
been  more  unquestioned  than  during  the  period  of  the 

*  See  page  359  ante.  »  Hall,  g  J47;  II  Ferguson,  pp. 

308-326;  Lawreace,  gg  316,  ai;. 
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Napoleonic  wars,  at  the  beginning  of  this  century;  and 
yet,  on  two  conspicuous  occasions,  when  the  fullest  warn- 
ing of  the  enemy's  purposes  and  intentions  had  been  given, 
a  hostile  fleet  was  able,  without  particular  or  exceptional 
difficulty,  to  evade  the  whole  maritime  power  of  England.* 

The  efforts  put  forth  by  the  United  States  with  a  view 
to  secure  an  immunity  from  capture  to  all  non-contraband 
private  property  at  sea  have  already  been  discussed. 

Claims  to  Exclusive  Dominion^  their  Effect  upon  the 
Development  of  the  Neutral  Theory.  If  we  examine  the 
history  of  those  cities  and  states  which,  at  different  times, 
have  attained  great  maritime  or  commercial  supremacy,  it 
will  be  seen  that  they  have  always  claimed  exclusive  com- 
mercial dominion  over  the  seas  and  coasts  with  which  they 
were  the  first  to  develop  commercial  intercourse.  When 
the  Greeks  first  began  to  interest  themselves  in  foreign 
commerce  they  found  the  Phoenicians  in  possession  of  the 
most  favorable  coasts  of  the  Mediterranean.  They  were, 
therefore,  obliged  to  confine  their  commercial  undertakings 
to  new  seas,  or  to  parts  of  the  Mediterranean  which  their 
rivals  had  not  already  appropriated.  Neither  of  these  peo- 
ple aspired  to  territorial,  as  distinguished  from  commercial, 
dominion.  The  possession  of  the  sea-coast  sufficed  to  secure 
the  latter;  with  the  former  they  had  no  concern.  With 
the  Romans  the  case  was  entirely  different.  They  deemed 
mere  commercial  supremacy  as  of  but  slight  importance, 
and  claimed,  and  ultimately  acquired,  universal  dominion. 
With  the  downfall  of  the  Western  Empire  commerce  great- 
ly declined,  and  at  times  almost  disappeared.  With  the 
revival  of  civilization,  however,  commercial  intercourse  was 
re-established,  and  was  fostered  and  controlled  by  those 
cities  of  Italy  and  Spain  which  were  the  first  to  engage 
in  maritime  pursuits  towards  the  close  of  the  Dark  Ages. 

'"Oneof  these  occurred  in  1796,  during  a  period  of  more  than  six 

when  General  Hoche  succeeded  in  weeks,  in  evading  a  no  less  skilful 

entering  Bantry  Bay,  on  the  Irish  naval  commander  than  Lord  Nel- 

coast;  the  other  in  1798,  when  a  son." — Thiers,  French  Revolution, 

formidable  French  fleet  succeeded,  vol.  iv.  pp.  67,  a 60  et  seq. 
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These  cities  soon  claimed  exclusive  dominion  over  certain 
waters  for  purposes  of  trade,  and  forbade  all  commerce  with 
such  coasts  to  the  ships  of  other  cities.  Their  right  to  such 
exclusive  intercourse  was  denied,  and  numerous  wars  were  un- 
dertaken, some  in  support  of,  and  others  in  opposition  to,  these 
claims. 

Venice  was  the  first  of  the  Mediterranean  cities  to  attain 
to  any  considerable  degree  of  commercial  supremacy,  and,  so 
early  as  the  twelfth  century,  asserted  a  right  to  the  exclu- 
sive navigation  of  the  Adriatic.  This  claim  was  sanctioned  by 
Pope  Alexander  III.,  in  1 177,'  and  was  long  maintained  against 
all  opposition.  At  a  later  period  similar  claims  were  advanced 
by  Genoa  and  Pisa.  The  discovery  of  the  sea  route  to  India 
by  Portugal,  and  of  the  western  continent  by  Spain,  largely 
reduced,  and  eventually  destroyed,  the  commercial  importance 
of  the  Mediterranean  cities,  and  transferred  the  sovereignty  of 
the  seas  to  the  two  latter  powers,  by  whom,  in  turn,  the  most 
extravagant  claims  were  asserted  to  maritime  dominion.  As 
the  claims  brought  forward  by  Spain  and  Portugal  were  in 
some  degree  conflicting,  they  were  submitted  to  the  pope, 
Alexander  VII.,  who,  in  1493,  established,  as  a  boundary 
between  them,  a  meridian  line  passing  through  a  point  100 
leagues  west  of  the  Azores  Islands.'  All  of  the  earth's  sur- 
face east  of  that  line  which  formed  no  part  of  the  domin- 
ions of  any  Christian  prince  was  declared  to  belong  to  Portu- 
gal ;  while  all  to  the  west  of  the  same  line  was,  subject  to  a 
similar  restriction,  decreed  to  Spain.  Claims  somewhat  similar 
in  character  were  advanced,  at  a  later  period,  by  England  and 
Holland,  only  to  encounter  the  most  serious  and  obstinate  re- 
sistance, which  resulted  in  their  final  abandonment.  The  last 
instance  of  such  a  claim  being  advanced  to  any  considerable 
portion  of  the  high  seas  was  that  of  Russia,  who  asserted  the 
right  of  exclusive  navigation  of  that  part  of  the  Pacific  lying 
north  of  the  fifty-fourth  degree  of  north  latitude,  on  the  ground 

I  Azuni,  vol.  i.  p.  78 ;  IV  Calvo,        '  Azuni»  vol.  i.  p.  106.    See,  alsob 
S§  2495-2499 ;  Hall»  {  208.  pp.  13,  14,  ante. 
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that  it  possessed  the  coasts  of  both  continents  above  that  line. 
This  claim,  however,  was  relinquished  upon  the  representations 
of  England  and  the  United  States,  and  has  never  been  reas- 
serted.' 

If  the  claims  which  have  been  made,  at  different  times,  to 
exclusive  maritime  dominion  be  examined,  it  will  be  found 
that  each  of  them  is  susceptible  of  being  resolved  into  two 
parts: 

{a.)  A  claim  to  a  kind  of  territorial  sovereignty  over  a  por- 
tion of  the  high  seas,  with  the  adjacent  coasts.  • 

(d.)  A  claim  to  the  right  of  exclusive  commercial  intercourse 
with  the  territories  whose  coasts  were  washed  by  the  waters 
over  which  jurisdiction  was  asserted. 

The  first  of  these  claims  has  been  vigorously  opposed  since 
the  middle  of  the  seventeenth  century,  and  with  such  success 
that  all  such  claims  have  long  since  been  abandoned,  never  to 
be  reasserted. 

The  second  continued  to  exist,  and  was  long  recognized  as 
just  and  equitable.  As  new  territories  were  acquired  by  dif- 
ferent European  powers,  either  by  colonization  or  by  conquest, 
the  exclusive  privilege  of  trading  with  them  was  claimed  by 
the  parent  or  conquering  state,  and,  tacitly  or  expressly,  recog- 
nized by  other  states  of  the  civilized  world.* 

TAe  Monopoly  of  Colonial  Trade.  Although  the  claim  of  a 
parent  state  to  a  practical  monopoly  of  colonial  trade  was  fi- 
nally recognized,  such  recognition  was  not  conceded  without 
opposition,  nor  was  the  colonial  monopoly  itself  a  source  of 
unmixed  benefit  to  the  state  enjoying  it.  In  time  of  peace  it 
was  a  fruitful  source  of  revenue,  and  afforded  a  favorable  mar- 
ket for  the  productions  of  the  mother  country.  In  the  event 
of  war,  however,  if  the  parent  state  occupied  the  position  of  a 
belligerent,  its  vessels  engaged  in  the  colonial  trade  became 
liable  to  capture  and  confiscation,  and  it  was  impossible  to 
measure  the  resulting  loss  by  the  money  value  of  the  ships 

'See  Treaties  and  Conventions        *  IV  Calvo,  §§  2494-2499;  Hall, 
of  the  U.  S.  with  Foreign  Powers     f  208 ;  II  Twiss,  §f  208-210. 
(Washington,  1889),  pp.  931^33.     .     , 
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and  cargoes  which  were  captured  by  the  enemy.  A  large  part 
of  the  belligerent's  commerce  was  destroyed,  or  diverted  to 
other  channels,  and  was  but  slowly  revived  after  the  peace. 
To  obviate  this  attempts  were  made,  at  times,  by  several  Eu- 
ropean states,  to  transfer  their  colonial  trade  to  a  neutral  flag 
during  the  period  of  hostilities.  As  this  course  deprived  a 
belligerent  of  the  right  to  injure  his  enemy,  by  a  resort  to  one 
of  the  most  powerful  means  of  coercion  then  recognized  by 
the  laws  of  war,  such  transfers  of  trade  were  stoutly  resisted, 
chiefly  by  the  British  Government,  whose  maritime  prepon- 
derance had  become  so  firmly  established  by  the  middle  of 
the  eighteenth  century  as  to  enable  it  to  enforce  respect,  in 
so  far  as  its  own  interests  were  concerned,  to  whatever  views 
of  maritime  warfare  were  deemed  by  it  to  be  correct  and  in 
accordance  with  international  law. 

The  Rule  of  1756.  The  practice  contended  for  by  Great 
Britain,  that  a  belligerent  could  not  transfer  his  colonial  trade 
to  a  neutral  during  an  existing  war,  and  that  neutral  merchant 
vessels  engaged  in  such  trade  acquired  a  hostile  character  by 
so  doing,  and  were  thus  made  liable  to  capture  and  condem- 
nation, has  become  known  to  publicists  as  the  Rule  of  I7S6-' 
The  view  thus  advanced  bv  Great  Britain  was  extended  to  all 
colonial  trade  with  neutrals  in  1793,  by  the  attempted  enforce- 
ment of  a  rule  that  the  colonial  trade  of  a  belligerent,  which 
that  belligerent  had  undertaken  to  throw  open  to  all  nations 
witho^ut  reserve  by  a  general  and,  on  its  face,  permanent  regu- 
lation, could  not  be  participated  in  by  neutrals,  and  that  neu- 
tral ships  engaged  in  such  trade  would  become  liable  to  capt- 
ure as  ships  of  the  enemy.  This  is  known  as  the  Rule  of  1793, 
and  its  enforcement  was  immediately  opposed  by  France  and 
Spain,  and,  at  a  later  period,  by  the  United  States.  A  princi- 
ple or  rule,  asserted,  or  even  enforced,  by  one  powerful  state, 
is  not  a  rule  of  international  law ;    to  become  such  it  must 

"II  Halleck,  pp.  325-330;  III  the  Anna  Katkerina,  4  Ibid.  118; 
Phillimore.  §§  221-223;  Boyd's  the  Rendsburg,  Ibid.  121;  the 
Wheaton,  §  508 ;  the  Princesa,  2  C.  Vrow  Anna  Kathertna,  5  Ibid 
Rob.  52;   the  £manu€/,  Ibid.  i86«^.  t6l. 
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receive  the  sanction  of  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  civilized  states 
of  the  world.  The  principle  underlying  the  Rule  of  1756  is 
now  accepted,  as  applying  to  coasting  trade,  by  the  principal 
maritime  powers.  But  the  Rule  of  1793  has  received  no  such 
general  sanction,  and  its  enforcement,  if  persisted  in,  would 
have  given  rise  to  most  serious  complications.  Its  severity, 
however,  was  relaxed  as  practical  free  trade  was  gradually  con- 
ceded to  colonies,  largely  upon  their  demand  to  enter  the  mar- 
kets of  the  world  upon  equal  terms  with  the  mother  countries.' 
Development  of  the  Theory  of  Neutrality  among  the 
Non-Maritime  States  of  Europe.  The  power  and  importance 
of  the  Mediterranean  cities  were  entirely  maritime,  and  were  due 
to  the  energy  and  industry  with  which  they  prosecuted  their 
commercial  undertakings.  They  had  but  little  power  on  land; 
they  rarely  asserted  claims  to  territorial  supremacy,  and  so 
were  rarely  engaged  in  wars,  other  than  those  caused  by  their 
conflicting  commercial  interests.  It  was  for  this  reason  that 
they  progressed  but  little,  in  their  development  of  the  theory 
of  neutrality,  beyond  the  establishment  of  the  rules  regulating 
the  subject  of  maritime  capture.  The  relations  of  the  great 
European  states,  which  were  gradually  acquiring  something  of 
their  present  territorial  form,  were  not  such  as  to  favor  the 
development  of  any  consistent  or  enduring  theory  of  neutral 
obligation.  Their  relations  were  more  generally  hostile  than 
peaceful;  private  and  dynastic  wars  were  common,  and  the 
brief  periods  during  which  hostilities  were  interrupted  or  sus- 
pended were  usually  devoted  to  the  preparation  of  new  schemes 
of  conquest  or  dominion.  Some  progress  must  have  been  made, 
however,  as  the  necessities  of  the  great  powers  made  peace 
occasionally  desirable.  But  it  was  impossible  for  the  con* 
ception  of  neutrality  to  obtain  general  recognition  until  the 
desire  of  the  powers  to  remain  at  peace  had  acquired  suffi- 
cient strength  to  become  at  least  equal  to  the  desire  for 
war  and  conquest.     In  the  absence  of  positive  evidence,  it 


>  II  Halleck,  pp.  330-339;  I  Life  and  Letters  of  Joseph  Story,  p.  287;  4 
Rob.  Adm.  Rep  App.  A. 
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is  fair  to  presume  that  the  rudiments  of  the  theory  were  first 
recognized  by  those  states  which  became  neutral  by  reason  of 
their  distance  from  the  theatre  of  war,  and  from  a  consequent 
lack  of  direct  interest  in  the  war  or  its  results.  When  the 
principle  of  the  balance  of  power  first  began  to  be  understood, 
it  seems  to  have  been  regarded  as  possible  to  maintain  it  in  no 
other  way  than  by  waging  war  against  the  state,  or  states, 
which  threatened  it.  Indeed,  it  was  not  merely  threatened, 
it  was  repeatedly  attacked,  and  was  in  constant  danger  of 
overthrow,  which  could  be  eflfectively  prevented  only  by  force 
of  arms.  This  state  of  affairs  contributed  powerfully  to  retard 
the  growth  of  the  theory  of  neutrality,  since  every  important 
state  in  Europe  was  obliged  to  take  part,  as  principal  or  ally, 
in  the  numerous  wars  which  were  undertaken  whenever  the 
equilibrium  was  disturbed.' 

Influence  of  England  upon  the  Development  of  the  Modern 
Theory  of  Neutrality,  The  insular  situation  of  England,  so 
placed  as  to  be  secure  from  attack  except  by  sea,  enabled, 
and  to  some  extent  constrained,  that  power  to  adopt  a  policy 
of  partial  abstinence  from  interference  in  Continental  affairs, 
and  to  decline  taking  part  in  Continental  wars  in  which  it  had 
no  important  interests  at  stake.  Not  only  was  England  able 
to  decline  participation  in  such  wars,  thus  placing  her  in  a 
position  of  practical  neutrality,  but  her  power  on  land  and 
sea  was  so  great  as  to  enable  her  to  insist  upon  her  neutrality 
being  respected  by  belligerents.  She  thus  became,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent,  an  advocate  of  neutrality,  and  an  example  to  other 
powers  of  the  advantage  of  remaining  neutral.* 

General  Acceptance  of  the  Modern  Theory  in  the  Sev- 
enteenth  Century :  its  Later  History.  Although  its  prog- 
ress had  been  extremely  slow,  the  principle  of  neutrality  had 
received  such  general  recognition  by  the  middle  of  the  sev- 
enteenth century  as  to  lead  Grotius  to  devote  a  portion  of  his 
work  to  a  discussion  of  the  rights  and  duties  of  neutrals. 

'  Hall.  §§  209,  210;  II  Ferguson,  •  IV  Calvo,  §§  2499.  2500;  HftH 

pp.  511-515;     IV  Calvo.  S§  249J-     S§^C)8-?l7t 
2538 ;  Lawrence,  |  244. 
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From  that  time  its  progress  was  more  rapid.  The  Treaty  of 
Westphalia  largely  diminished  the  power  and  influence  of  the 
pope  in  secular  affairs,  and  enabled  the  intercourse  of  the 
European  states  to  assume  a  more  normal  character.  Wars 
became  less  frequent,  and  were  more  closely  restricted  in  their 
operations  and  effects  to  the  states  which  were  immediately 
concerned  in  them.  The  states  which  chose  to  occupy  the 
position  of  neutrals  at  the  outbreak  of  war  steadily  increased 
in  number,  and  were  led  to  insist  more  strongly  upon  their 
rights  being  respected  by  belligerents. 

It  was  during  this  period  that  the  Dutch  became  interested 
in  the  amelioration  of  the  rules  of  maritime  capture.  Their 
efforts  were  not  permanently  successful,  however,  and,  as  their 
influence  declined,  that  of  the  United  States  Segan  to  be  put 
forth  in  advocacy  of  the  same  cause.  Their  independence 
had  no  sooner  been  recognized  than  they  began  to  assume 
importance  as  a  commercial  power.  The  tendencies  of  the 
new  state  were  altogether  peaceful.  Its  distance  from  Eu- 
rope, not  less  than  its  peculiar  governmental  institutions,  se- 
cured it  an  almost  complete  immunity  from  interference  in 
European  affairs,  and  enabled  its  people  to  devote  their  ener- 
gies to  projects  of  internal  development  and  to  the  exten- 
sion of  their  already  important  commercial  relations.  The 
foreign  policy  of  the  United  States  was,  from  the  first,  one 
of  strict  non -participation  in  questions  of  strictly  European 
concern.  Every  consideration,  therefore,  of  material  interest 
and  territorial  position  induced  the  new  republic  to  occupy 
an  attitude  of  neutrality  in  all  wars  of  European  origin.  The 
justice  and  advantage  of  this  policy  were  fully  appreciated 
by  those  who  directed  its  foreign  affairs,  and  so  thoroughly 
were  the  principles  of  neutral  obligation  understood  by  them 
that  the  early  proclamations  of  neutrality  issued  by  the  United 
States  not  only  served  to  establish  the  permanent  neutral  policy 
of  that  power,  but  were  soon  generally  accepted  as  furnishing 
an  enduring  standard  of  neutral  right  and  duty.' 

'  Creasy,  p.  572;  I  Phillimore,  pp.  54-60;  IV  Calvo,  {{  2495-2543. 
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Forms  of  Neutral  Obligation 

Gradations  of  Neutrality*  The  crude  and  imperfect  views 
of  neutral  duty  which  formerly  prevailed  admitted  of  grada- 
tions, or  degrees,  of  neutral  obligation.  These  were,  in  sub- 
stance, violations  of  neutrality,  and,  as  such,  are  no  longer 
sanctioned  by  the  practice  of  nations.  Such  was  the  qualified 
neutrality  of  certain  European  states  during  the  last  century, 
by  which  the  obligation  to  remain  neutral  was  qualified  by  a 
previous  treaty  with  one  of  the  belligerents,  stipulating  to  fur- 
nish him  with  certain  aid  in  men,  money,  or  war  material  in  the 
event  of  a  particular  war,  or  upon  the  occurrence  of  hostilities 
of  any  kind  with  any  state.  Such  action  would  not  now  be 
tolerated ;  and  a  state  entering  into  such  treaty  engagements 
would  be  regarded  as  an  ally  of  the  enemy  so  soon  as  it  under- 
took to  carry  into  effect  its  treaty  stipulations.' 

Permanent  Neutrality.  The  status  of  permanent  neutrality 
occupied  by  Switzerland  and  Belgium  is  in  no  way  repugnant 
to  international  law.  The  exceptional  circumstances  in  each 
case  are  to  some  extent  based  upon  the  size  and  territorial 
position  of  these  states,  upon  their  inferior  military  power  as 
compared  with  the  great  states  by  which  they  are  surrounded, 
and  to  a  certain  extent,  also,  upon  considerations  having  to 
do  with  the  preservation  of  the  European  balance  of  power." 

Armed  Neutrality,  An  armed  neutrality  is,  in  fact,  an  alli- 
ance of  several  powers,  usually  of  a  defensive  character,  though 
this  is  by  no  means  essential.  The  purpose  of  such  an  alliance 
is  to  secure  the  maintenance  of  certain  views  of  neutral  right 
which  are  believed  to  be  in  danger  or  whose  justice  is  likely 
to  be  questioned.  The  most  striking  historical  examples  of 
such  alliances  are  those  of  the  armed  neutralities,  of  the  north- 
ern European  powers,  of  1780  and  1800.    These  alliances  Were 

'  II  Halleck,  pp.  174, 175;  Creasy,        •  Creasy,  pp.  575.  $76;  Boyd's 
PP-  576.  577;  Doyd's  Wheaton.  §§     Wheaton,  §  423;  Woolsey,  {  i6j; 
41 5-422 ;  Woolsev,  §  163 ;  Manning,     IV  Calvo,  §§  259^261 1. 
pp.  223-238;  I  Kent,  pp.  n6,  117; 
I V  Calvo,  §§  2594,  252^.    ^ 
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made  to  defend  the  principle  of  free  ships,  free  goods,  which 
had  been  adopted  by  treaties  between  the  Baltic  powers,  and 
which  was  opposed  by  England,  that  power  being,  on  both 
occasions,  a  belligerent.  Although  the  purpose  of  the  alliance 
was  not  effected  on  either  occasion,  the  agitation  of  the  ques- 
tion continued,  and  without  doubt  contributed  materially  to 
bring  about  the  adoption  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris.  If  the 
commercial  interests  of  several  nations  are  threatened  by  un- 
just or  unlawful  measures,  on  the  part  of  a  belligerent,  which 
they  deem  unjust  or  dangerous,  there  can  be  no  question  of 
their  right  to  secure  their  menaced  interests  by  such  combi- 
nations as  seem  best  calculated  to  accomplish  the  purpose.' 

Strict  Neutrality.  As  at  present  understood,  a  state,  in 
becoming  neutral,  occupies  a  position  of  strict  neutrality. 
It  rigidly  abstains  from  aiding  either  belligerent,  or  from  ren- 
dering to  either  of  them  any  service,  however  slight  or  imma- 
terial, which  is  calculated  to  assist  him  in  his  military  opera- 
tions. The  friendly  relations  existing  at  the  outbreak  of  the 
war  are  not  interrupted,  and  it  is  to  secure  the  continuance  of 
such  relations  that  a  neutral  state  becomes  chained  with  cer- 
tain duties  during  war  which  do  not  exist  during  peace.  These 
obligations  are  the  measure  of  a  neutral's  duty  in  war.  They 
are  determined  by  international  law,  and  have  the  same  bind- 
ing force  upon  all  states.  A  failure  in  the  performance  of 
these  duties  is  an  injury  to  the  particular  belligerent  who  suf- 
fers by  the  failure  of  a  neutral  state  to  fulfil  its  obligations. 
These  obligations  have  to  do  in  part  with  the  conduct  of  the 
neutral  state  in  its  capacity  as  a  body  corporate,  and  in  part 
with  the  conduct  of  persons  within  its  jurisdiction.' 

Neutral  Duty  of  a  State.  In  the  general  discussion  of  the 
neutral  relation,  it  is  proper  to  observe  at  this  point  that  a 
distinction  is  made  between  the  acts  of  a  state,  in  violation  of 


'IITwiss,pp.  158, 197,268;  Hall.  Manual.  §§  54-58;  Vattel  liv.  iii. 

pp.652,655,692, 707, note;  III  Philli-  chap.  vii.  §  104:  Boyd's  Wheaton, 

more, pp. 335-352;  Boyd's Wheaton.  |§  435-439;  I  Kent,  pp.  116,  117; 
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its  neutrality,  and  the  acts  of  its  citizens  or  subjects  in  their 
relations  with  the  governments  of  the  belligerent  powers.*  A 
state,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  is  not  permitted  to  give  any 
material  aid  to  either  belligerent,  or  to  furnish  money,  ships, 
troops,  subsistence,  or  munitions  of  war,  or  to  render  any  as- 
sistance which  is  likely  to  be  useful  to  such  belligerent  in  his 
military  operations.  A  neutral  state,  therefore,  cannot  permit 
its  ports  or  territorial  waters  to  be  used  as  a  base  of  hostile 
operations,  or  as  depots  of  supply  of  articles  susceptible  of 
warlike  use.  It  is  forbidden  to  allow  the  enlistment  of  men, 
or  the  organization  or  equipment,  wholly  or  in  part,  of  hostile 
expeditions,  by  sea  or  land,  within  its  territorial  limits.* 

Some  of  these  acts  being,  in  substance,  acts  of  sovereignty, 
are  forbidden  alike  in  peace  and  war.  Others  are  permitted 
in  peace,  but  are  forbidden  in  time  of  war.  The  principle  un- 
derlying the  latter  class  is  this :  Any  substantial  aid  or  service 
which  contributes  to  the  success  of  the  military  operations 
of  one  belligerent  enables  him  to  inflict  an  injury  upon  his 
enemy  with  whom  the  neutral  is  at  peace.  The  neutral  state, 
therefore,  in  a  more  or  less  direct  manner,  has  injured,  or  con- 
tributed to  injure,  a  friend.  As  every  state  is  the  exclusive 
judge  as  to  what  injuries  it  shall  regard  as  furnishing  just 
cause  for  war,  a  neutral  state  may  in  this  way,  by  a  single  act 
of  service,  become  a  party  to  an  existing  war.  It  is  easy  to 
see,  therefore,  that  if  it  were  permitted  to  render  such  ser- 
vices with  impunity,  every  important  war  would,  sooner  or 
later,  involve  all  neutral  states  in  its  operations,  and  so  one 
of  the  chief  purposes  of  international  law  would  fail  of  attain- 
ment. War  would  again  become  the  rule,  as  in  ancient  times, 
and  for  much  the  same  reason.  Permanent  peace  would  be 
impossible,  and  the  relations  of  states  would  be  subjected  to 
a  constant  strain  which  would  seriously  affect  their  pros- 
perity and  material  development.  The  principal  of  the  meas- 
ures of  prevention  to  which  states  are  compelled  to  resort 

'  Creasy,  pp.  590-595.  IV  Calvo,  §  2593 ;   Vattel,  liv,  ill 
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in  order  to  secure  the  observation  of  neutrality  will  be  dis- 
cussed. 

(i.)  Enlistment  of  Troops  in  Neutral  Territory.  It  has 
been  seen  from  the  definition  of  citizenship  and  the  discus- 
sion of  the  forces  that  may  be  employed  in  war  that  the 
armies  of  a  belligerent  are,  or  should  be,  in  great  part  com- 
posed of  his  own  citizens  or  subjects.  The  attempt,  there- 
fore, to  create  a  military  force  by  the  enlistment  of  troops  in 
neutral  states,  always  regarded  with  suspicion,  is  now  gener- 
ally looked  upon  as  a  serious  violation  of  the  rules  of  inter- 
national law.  The  territory  and  waters  of  a  neutral  state  are 
sacred  and  inviolable  because  they  are  neutral  and  pertain  to 
a  state  which  refrains  from  rendering  assistance  to  either  bel- 
ligerent at  the  expense  of  the  other.  When,  therefore,  the 
territory  of  a  neutral  is  used  by  one  belligerent  as  a  recruit- 
ing-ground to  the  disadvantage  of  the  other,  there  is  a  viola- 
tion of  the  neutral  obligation,  and  such  territory  ceases  to 
be  neutral  and  becomes  to  that  extent  the  territory  of  the 
enemy.* 

The  practice  of  furnishing  troops  or  permitting  their  enlist- 
ment in  neutral  territory  was  more  common  in  former  times 
than  it  is  at  present.  During  the  Middle  Ages,  "companies," 
as  they  were  called,  of  freebooters  were  formed  under  some 
adventurous  captain,  and  sold  their  services,  without  regard 
to  the  cause,  to  any  belligerent  who  paid  for  them — not  infre- 
quently to  both  sides  in  succession  during  the  continuance  of 
the  same  war.  At  a  later  period,  not  only  did  the  English 
troops  serve  against  the  Spaniards  during  the  revolt  of  the 
Netherlands,  but  six  thousand  Scotchmen  fought  under  the 
standard  of  the  Marquis  of  Hamilton  in  the  Thirty  Years' 
War,  in  Germany,  in  which  contest  England  was  a  neutral.* 
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Still  later  England  procured  the  services  of  German  mer- 
cenaries, who  were  eirployed  in  America  during  the  war 
of  the  Revolution. 

These  practices,  which  have  long  been  disfavored,  are 
now  strictly  forbidden  as  a  flagrant  violation  of  its  neu- 
trality on  the  part  of  the  state  which  permits  them.  With 
a  view  to  make  such  prohibition  effective,  the  act  of 
enlisting  troops  for  service  in  the  armies  of  a  belligerent 
is  now  made  the  subject  of  prohibitory  legislation.  The 
neutrality  laws  of  England  and  the  United  States,  for  ex- 
ample, forbid,  under  severe  penalties,  the  enlistment  of 
soldiers  or  sailors  within  their  territories  by  the  agents  of 
one  belligerent  for  service  in  its  land  or  naval  forces 
against  the  other,  or  against  a  power  with  which  the  neu- 
tral is  at  peace.*    The  matter  was  made  the  subject  of  con- 


to  the  eventuality  of  war.  The 
troops  so  furnished  in  pursuance 
with  the  terms  of  a  treaty  were  re- 
garded as  enemies,  but  not  the 
state  which  ftu'nished  them.  The 
execution  of  such  a  treaty,  at  the 
present  time,  would  operate,  at  the 
outbreak  of  war,  to  convert  the 
states  which  were  parties  to  it  into 
allies,  and  would  aeprive  the  state 
furnishing  the  troops  of  its  charac- 
ter as  a  neutral  from  the  date  upon 
which  the  stipulated  assistance  was 
furnished. — III  Phillimore,  pp. 
3,  334;  Manning,  pp.   327-237; 


^^« 


attel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  §  no. 

» The  law  of  the  United  States 
on  the  subject  of  foreign  enlist- 
ments will  be  found  in  §§  5281 
and  5382  of  the  Revised  Statutes. 
For  English  statutes  on  the  same 
subject,  see  3  James  I.  chap,  iv.; 
9  Georze  11.  chap,  xxx.;  29 
George  11.  chap,  xvii.;  59  George 
III.  chap.  Ixix.  (i8iq);  33  and 
34  Vict.  chap.  xc.  **Some  other 
states  rely  upon  a  general  pro- 
hibition to  their  subjects,  and  an 
intimation  that,  by  disobedience, 
they  will  forfeit  all  right  and  title 
to  the  protection  of  their  govern- 
ment   as    against    the    measures 


of  reprisal  against  them  which  a 
foreign  state  may  take.  Some 
others  rely  upon  the  general  terms 
of  their  municipal  laws  being  so 
interpreted,  in  their  application 
to  a  particular  case,  by  courts  of 
justice,  as  to  punish  such  offend- 
ers, usually  on  the  ground  that 
their  conduct  tends  to  embroil  the 
relations  and  increase  the  obliga- 
tions of  their  government  towards 
the  foreign  state,  the  enemy  of  the 
assisted  belligerent." — III  Philli- 
more, pp.  277-385;  Report  of  Neu- 
trality Laws  Uommissioners  (Eng.) , 
1868. 

a  "The  act  of  April  30,  181 8,  like  that  of 
June  5,  I7p4.  was  intended  to  secure,  be- 
yond all  n«k  of  violation,  the  neutrality 
and  pacific  policy  which  they  conaecrate 
as  our  fundamental  law." — III  Opin.  Att.- 
Gen.  p.   741. 

b  "The  enlistment  of  seailien  or  others 
for  marine  service  on  Mexican  steamers  in 
New  York,  they  not  being  Mexicans  tran- 
siently within  the  United  States,  is  a  clear 
violation  of  this  section,  and  the  persons 
enlisted,  as^  well  as  the  officers  enlisting 
them,  are  liable  to  the  penalties  thereby 
incurred." — IV  Ibid.  p.  336.  "This  sec- 
tion allies  to  foreign  consuls  raising 
troops  in  the  United  States  for  the  mili- 
tary service  of  Great  Britain." — VII  Ibid, 
p.  367.  "It  does  not  apply  to  those  who 
go  abroad  for  foreign  enlistment,  or  to 
those  who  transport  such  persons." — U,  S. 
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ventional  regulation  by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at 
The  Hague.* 

The  purpose  of  such  legislation  as  that  above  described 
is  to  prevent  organized  efforts  to  secure  the  enlistment  of 
troops,  by  belligerent  agents,  in  neutral  territory.  Neutral 
governments,  however,  are  not  held  responsible  for  the  un- 
organized and  unauthorized  departure  of  individual  citizens 
with  intent  to  serve  in  the  armies  of  a  particular  bellig- 
erent.* 

The  individual  citizen,  by  so  doing,  forfeits,  while  in 
such  belligerent  service,  the  privileges  of  his  local  citizen- 
ship and  the  protection  of  his  native  government.* 

Responsibility  of  a  Neutral  State  for  the  Acts  of  its 
Subjects.  A  different  rule  applies  to  thexonduct  of  the 
subjects  of  a  neutral  state  than  is  applied  to  the  neutral 
state  itself,  in  its  relations  with  the  belligerents.  It  has 
been  seen  that  the  restrictions  to  which  neutral  states  are 
subject  are  such  as  will  prevent  them  from  aiding  either 
belligerent  in  his  military  operations,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  be  the  smallest  possible  consistent  with  the  purpose 
of  the  war.  The  subjects  of  a  neutral  state  are  engaged  in 
many  different  occupations  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities. 
Most  of  these  are  in  no  way  affected  by  the  existence  or 


vs.  Kazinski,  a  Spra^ue,  7.  "The  enlist< 
ment  must  be  made  within  the  territory 
of  the  United  States,  and  the  section  does 
not  apply  to  one  who  goes  abroad  with 
intent  there  to  enlist."' — Ibid.  '*The 
words  'soldier'  and  'enlist'  as  used  in  this 
section  are  to  be  understood  in  their 
technical  sense." — Ibid. 


'  For  text  of  convention,  see  Ap- 
pendix P,  Convention  No.  13. 

'  HenfieUTs  Case.  Henfield  was 
a  sailor,  of  American  citizenship, 
who  shipped  in  the  French  priva- 
teer Citizen  Genet,  at  Charleston, 
S.  C,  while  Prance  was  at  war 
with  England,  and  was  indicted 
at  common  law  for  enlisting  in 
violation  of  the  treaties  of  the 
United  States.     The  judges  ruled 


that  the  act  charged  was  a  crime. 
In  defence,  however,  it  was  shown 
that  Henfield  enlisted  before  the 
proclamation,  in  ignorance  of  the 
law,  and,  when  told  of  its  illegality, 
had  expressed  his  regret.  He  was 
acquitted  by  the  jury. — Wharton's 
State  Trials  (U.  S.),  p.  48,  cited  in 
Dana's  Wheaton,  §  439,  note  315. 
See,  also,  U.  S.  For.  Rel,  1885,  p. 
160. 

■  Boyd's  Wheaton,  §  439;  Creasy, 
p.  600;  U.  S.  vs.  Kazinski,  2 
Sprague,  7;  8  Law  Rep.  254;  VII 
Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  367;  Wharton's 
Criminal  L#aw,  pp.  905-910;  Hall, 
pp.  600,  601;  Risley,  pp.  191-193; 
III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  gg  390-395- 
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non-existence  of  war.  Some  neutral  subjects,  however, 
are  engaged  in  the  manufacture,  production,  or  distribu- 
tion of  certain  articles,  intended  primarily  for  war-like  uses, 
which  become  contraband  and  so  liable  to  capture  and 
condemnation  by  a. belligerent  if  foimd  at  sea  en  route  to 
a  hostile  destination.  Others  are  engaged  in  trade  with 
certain  ports ;  with  such  ports  a  belligerent,  by  an  exercise 
of  the  right  of  blockade,  may  absolutely  prohibit  com- 
mercial intercourse.  In  all  other  respects  their  under- 
takings are  innocent,  and  are  not  interrupted  or  affected 
by  the  fact  of  war.  The  manufacture  of  contraband  arti- 
cles, and  even  their  sale,  in  neutral  jurisdiction,  continues 
to  be  an  innocent  and  lawful  occupation.  The  neutral 
state  itself  ought  not  to  be  expected  to  interfere  with  the 
pursuits  of  its  subjects,  so  long  as  they  are  not  likely,  to 
compromise  the  position  of  neutrality  which  it  assumed  at 
the  outbreak  of  the  war.  The  powers  placed  in  the  hands 
of  the  belligerents  to  blockade  the  ports  of  an  enemy,  to 
search  neutral  vessels  on  the  high  seas,  and  to  seize  and 
condemn  such  portions  of  their  cargoes  as  are  contraband 
of  war,  or  are  destined  to  a  blockaded  port,  are  amply  suf- 
ficient to  protect  them  from  being  injured  by  the  acts  of  in- 
dividtials.  If  they  do  not,  or  cannot  make  their  powers  ef- 
fective, they  cannot,  of  right,  expect  neutral  states  to  assist 
them  in  their  endeavors.  Nor  can  they  expect  neutrals  to 
resort  to  severe  police  measures  against  their  own  subjects 
in  a  matter  with  which  they  have  no  direct  concern.* 


'  "  Our  citizens  have  always  been 
free  to  make,  vend,  and  export 
arms.  It  is  the  constant  occupa- 
tion and  livelihood  of  some  of 
them.  To  suppress  their  callings 
— the  ovXy  means,  perhaps,  of 
their  subsistence — ^because  a  war 
exists  in  foreign  and  distant  coun- 
tries, in  which  we  have  no  concern, 
would  scarcely  be  expected.  It 
would  be  hard  in  principle  and  im- 
possible in  practice.  The^  law  of 
nations,  therefore,  respecting  the 
rights  of  those  at  pe^ce,  doe^  not 


require  from  them  such  an  internal 
derangement  of  their  occupations. 
It  is  satisfied  with  the  external 
penalty  pronounced  in  the  Presi- 
dent's proclamation — that  of  con- 
fiscation of  such  portion  of  these 
arms  as  shall  fall  into  the  hands 
of  the  belligerent  powers  on  their 
way  to  the  ports  or  their  enemies." 
— Jefferson  to  British  Minister. 
May  IS,  1793,  III  Jefferson's 
Works,  pp.  558-560:  I  Amer. 
State  Pap.  (For.  Rel),  pp.  69,  147; 
Treasury  Ci^c^lar,  August  4,  1793, 
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Views  of  England  and  the  United  States.  The  princi- 
ple involved  was  well  stated  by  Mr.  Webster  in  his  reply 
to  the  Mexican  Government,  which  had  complained  of  cer- 
tain alleged  violations  of  neutrality,  on  the  part  of  individ- 
uals, in  the  supply  of  arms  to  Texas,  then  at  war  with 
Mexico.  **It  is  not  the  practice  of  nations  to  prohibit 
their  own  subjects,  by  previous  laws,  from  trafficking  in 
articles  contraband  of  war.  Such  trade  is  carried  on  at  the 
risk  of  those  engaged  in  it,  under  the  liabilities  and  penal- 
ties prescribed  by  the  law  of  nations  or  particular  treaties. 
If  it  be  true,  therefore,  that  citizens  of  the  United  States 
have  been  engaged  in  a  commerce  by  which  Texas,  an 
enemy  of  Mexico,  has  been  supplied  with  arms  and  muni- 
tions of  war,  the  government  of  the  United  States,  never- 
theless, was  not  bound  to  prevent  it;  could  not  have 
prevented  it,  without  a  manifest  departure  from  the  prin- 
ciples of  neutrality,  and  is  in  no  way  answerable  for  the 
consequences.  .  .  .  Such  commerce  is  left  to  its  ordinary 
fate,  according  to  the  law  of  nations."  ^ 

Mr.  Layard,  the  solicitor-general  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment, in  a  speech  in  the  House  of  Commons,  adopted  the 
view  above  stated,  and  added :  *  *The  only  law  which  enables 
her  Majesty's  Government  to  interfere  in  such  cases  is  call- 
ed the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  and  the  whole  nature  and 
scope  of  that  act  is  sufficiently  and  shortly  set  out  in  its 
title.  That  act  does  not  touch,  in  any  way  whatever, 
private  vessels  which  may  carry  cargoes,  contraband  or 
not  contraband,  between  this  country  and  any  port  in  a 
belligerent  country,  whether  under  blockade  or  not ;  and 
the  government  of  this  country,  and  the  governments  of 
our  colonial  possessions,  have  no  power  whatever  to  inter- 
fere with  private  vessels  under  such  circumstances. 

I  Amer.  State  Pap.  (For.  Rel.),  p.  *  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  p.  813, 

140;  Pickering  to  French  Minister,  note,  citing  Webster's  Works,  vol. 

May  15,  1796,  I  Amer.  State  Pap.  vi.  p.  452,  Letter  of  Webster  to 

(For.  Rel.),  p.  649;  III  Dig.  Int.  Thompson,  July  8,  1842;   II   Dig. 

Law,  g  391;  Hall,  %  218;  II  Twiss,  Int.  Law,  g  391. 

8    2^2. 
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*'It  IS  perfectly  true  that  in  the  Queen's  proclamation 
there  is  a  general  warning  at  the  end,  addressed  to  all  the 
Queen's  subjects,  that  they  are  not,  either  in  violation  of 
tJieir  duty  to  the  Queen,  as  subjects  of  a  neutral  sovereign, 
or  in  violation  or  contravention  of  the  law  of  nations,  to 
do  various  things,  one  of  which  is  carrying  articles  con- 
sidered and  deemed  to  be  contraband  of  war,  according  to 
law  or  the  modem  usages  of  nations,  for  the  use  or  service 
of  either  of  the  contending  parties.  That  warning  is  ad- 
dressed to  them  to  apprise  them  that  if  they  do  these  things 
they  will  have  to  undergo  the  penal  consequences  by  the 
statute,  or  by  the  law  of  nations,  in  that  behalf  imposed  or 
denpunced.  In  those  cases  in  which  the  statute  is  silent  the 
government  is  powerless,  and  the  law  of  nations  comes  in. 

*  *  The  law  of  nations  exposes  such  persons  to  have  their 
ships  seized  and  their  goods  taken  and  subjected  to  con- 
fiscation, and  it  further  deprives  them  of  the  right  to  look 
to  the  government  of  their  own  country  for  protection. 
And  this  principle  of  non-interference  in  things  which  the 
law  does  not  enable  the  government  to  deal  with,  so  far 
from  being  a  violation  of  the  duty  of  neutrality — which 
the  government  is  anxious  to  comply  with — is  in  accord- 
ance with  all  the  principles  which  have  been  laid  down  by 
jurists,  and  more  especially  by  the  great  jurists  of  the 
United  States."  ' 

Continental  View  upon  the  Subject  of  Government  Control 
of  the  Acts  of  Individuals.  The  views  above  expressed  are 
those  which  have  long  been  held  upon  this  subject  in  Eng- 
land and  the  United  States.  Most  Continental  writers  are 
at  variance  with  this,  and  contend  that  more  or  less  of 
direct  governmental  interference  is  necessary.     This  differ- 

*  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  pp.  813,  1855;  II  Twiss,  §  226;  Vattel.  liv. 

814,   citing  remarks  of  Solicitor-  iii.  chap.  vii.  §  no;  Hall,  g  232; 

General  Layard  in  the  House  of  the  Santissima  Trinidad^  7  Whea- 

Commons,  February  22,  1862    See,  ton,    283;    Creasy,     §§    55a-55«; 

also,  Annual  Message  of  President  Manning,  pp.  255-259;  III  Philli- 

Pierce,     1854,     Executive    Docu-  more,  pp.  387-390. 
ments  of  the  United  States,  1854- 
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ence  of  view  arises  from  the  fact  that  the  governments  of 
nearly  all  the  Continental  states  of  Europe  are  highly  cen- 
tralized in  character,  and  all  commercial  undertakings  are 
therefore  subject  to  a  more  or  less  complete  governmental 
supervision  and  control.  This  is  the  case  in  time  of  peace, 
and  is  an  incident  of  internal  administration.  In  time  of 
war  it  is  extremely  easy  for  any  of  these  governments  to 
regulate,  or  even  to  effectually  prohibit,  contraband  trade 
on  the  part  of  its  subjects,  if  it  is  deemed  desirable  to  do 
so  as  a  matter  of  state  policy.  In  England  and  the  United 
States  no  such  supervision  exists  in  time  of  peace;  and  it 
could  be  established,  in  time  of  war,  only  as  the  result  of 
legislation  to  that  effect,  and  could  be  maintained  only  at 
considerable  expense  and  at  the  constant  risk  of  violating 
some  of  the  existing  guarantees  of  individual  right.* 

The  views  above  expressed  are  in  substantial  conformity 
to  the  rules  in  respect  to  the  acts  of  individuals  in  time 
of  war  which  were  adopted  by  the  Second  Peace  Confer- 
ence at  The  Hague.  The  clause  adopted  provided  that 
'*a  neutral  power  is  not  bound  to  prevent  the  export  or 
transit,  for  the  use  of  either  belligerent,  of  arms,  ammuni- 
tion, or,  in  general,  of  anything  which  can  be  of  use  to  an 
army  or  fleet."  A  similar  rule  was  adopted  in  respect  to 
simUar  undertakings  on  land.' 

(2.)  Fitting-out  of  Hostile  Expeditions  in  Neutral  Terri- 
tory. It  has  been  seen  that  a  belligerent  has  a  right  to  ex- 
pect that  the  armies  of  his  enemy  shall  be  composed  of  citi- 
zens of  the  state  with  which  he  is  at  war,  and  that  he  has  a 
just  ground  of  complaint  if  his  enemy  is  permitted  to  re- 
cruit his  armies  in  neutral  territory.  For  precisely  the 
same  reason  he  has  a  right  to  expect  that  all  expeditions 
and  other  warlike  operations  shall  originate  in  the  territory 
of  his  enemy,  or  in  territory  which,  at  the  time,  is  securely 
occupied  by  that  enemy.  The  rules  of  international  law 
authorize  him  to  so  conduct  his  military  and  naval  opera- 

*  VI     Calvo,    §§    2617,    2633-  *  For  text  of  convention,  see  Ap- 

2635.  pendix  F,  Convention,  No.  13. 
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tions  as  to  meet  and  oppose,  and,  to  a  certain  extent,  to 
anticipate  military  undertakings  on  the  part  of  his  enemy ; 
but  he  has  no  such  right  as  against  a  neutral ;  nor,  from  the 
principle  of  state  sovereignty  and  independence,  has  he 
authority  to  enter  upon  neutral  territory  with  a  view  to 
prevent  the  organization  or  departure  of  expeditions  which 
are  being  prepared  within  such  territory''  with  intent  to 
operate  against  him  on  the  high  seas  or  elsewhere.  If, 
therefore,  an  expedition,  or  other  war-like  operation,  which 
is  directed  against  him  originates  in  the  territory  of  a 
neutral,  such  undertaking  being  an  operation  of  war,  he  is 
at  liberty  to  regard  that  neutral  as  an  enemy,  and  is  war- 
ranted by  the  rules  of  international  law  in  holding  him 
responsible  for  a  violation  of  his  neutral  obligations. 

What  Constitutes  a  Hostile  Expedition — the  Intent,  In 
determining  the  duty  of  a  neutral  state  in  respect  to  per- 
mitting the  fitting-out  of  hostile  expeditions  within  its  ter- 
ritories, the  question  of  intent  must  be  considered.  If,  for 
example,  a  vessel  is  constructed  within  neutral  jurisdiction, 
purely  as  a  commercial  venture,  and  held  for  sale  within 
neutral  territory,  or  sent,  under  the  papers  and  flag  of 
such  neutral  state,  to  the  port  of  a  belligerent  for  sale  with 
a  crew  sufficient  only  to  navigate  the  ship  and  without  ca- 
pacity to  resist  search  or  capture,  there  is  no  violation  of 
international  law.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  vessel  is  in- 
tended for  belligerent  use,  and  is  constructed  in  neutral 
territory,  but  with  a  view  to  its  becoming  a  part  of  the 
naval  force  of  a  belligerent  on  leaving  such  neutral  port, 
then  it  becomes  a  hostile  expedition  which  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  neutral  state  to  prevent.*    In  this  case  it  does  not 


»"It  IS  firmly  settled  that,  if 
captures  are  made  by  vessels 
which  have  violated  our  neutrality 
laws,  the  property  may  be  restored 
if  brought  within  our  territory." — 
The  Gran  Para,  7  Wheaton,  471; 
the  Santa  Maria,  7  Wheaton,  490; 
the  Monte  Allegre,  7  Wheaton, 
529,     "This  QQurl;  h^s  n^ver  de- 


cided that  the  offence  (of  fitting- 
out,  etc.,  in  violation  of  the  neu- 
trality acts)  adheres  to  the  ves- 
sel, whatever  changes  may  have 
taken  place,  and  cannot  be  depos- 
ited at  the  termination  of  the 
cruise  in  preparing  for  which  it  was 
committed;  and,  as  the  Irresistible 
T|iade  no  prize  on  her  passage  iroxi\ 
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matter  as  to  the  state  of  completion  in  which  the  expedi- 
tion may  be  when  it  leaves  the  waters  of  the  neutral  state ; 
it  is  equally  tmlawful  whether  it  be  fully  equipped  for  ser- 
vice, or  whether  it  goes  out  in  separate  parts  which  are  to 
be  assembled  on  the  high  seas  or  in  the  waters  of  a  neutral 
state.     The  offence  is  the  same  in  either  case/ 


Baltimore  to  the  river  La  Plata, 
it  is  contended  that  her  offence 
was  deposited  there,  and  that  the 
court  cannot  connect  her  subse- 
quent cruise  with  the  transactions 
of  Baltimore." — The  Gran  Para, 
7  Wheaton,  471  [487].  **If  this 
were  to  be  admitted  in  such  a  case 
as  this,  the  laws  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  our  neutrality  would  be 
completely  eluded,  so  far  as  this 
enforcement  depends  on  the  res- 
titution of  prizes  made  in  violation 
of  them.  Vessels  completely  fitted 
in  our  ports  for  military  operations 
need  only  sail  to  a  belhg^erent  port, 
and  there,  after  obtaining  a  com- 
mission, go  through  the  ceremony 
of  discharging  and  re-enlisting 
their  crews  to  become  perfectly 
legitimate  cruisers,  purified  from 
every  taint  contracted  at  the  place 
where  all  their  real  force  and  ca- 
pacity for  annoyance  was  acquired. 
This  would,  indeed,  be  a  fraudu- 
lent neutrality,  disgraceful  to  our 
own  government,  and  of  which  no 
nation  would  be  the  dupe.  It  is 
impossible  for  a  moment  to  dis- 
guise the  facts,  that  the  arms  and 
ammunition  taken  on  board  the 
Irresistible  at  Baltimore  were  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  being  used  on  a 
cruise,  and  that  the  men  there  en- 
listed, though  engaged,  in  form,  as 
for  a  commercial  voyage,  were  not 
so  engaged  in  fact.  There  was  no 
commercial  voyage,  and  no  indi- 
vidual of  the  crew  could  believe 
that  there  was  one." — Ibid.  See, 
also,  II  Halleck,  pp.  196-199;  II 
Twiss,  |§  212-240;  IV  Calvo. 
2517-2522;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
395a-402. 

*  The  rule  above  stated,  which  is 
supported   by   American   author 
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and  by  some  Continental  writers, 
will  be  found  fully  set  forth  in  the 
case  of  the  Santissitna  Trinidad  (7 
Wheaton,  283)  and  in  the  follow- 
ing note  to  Dana's  edition  of  Whea- 
ton: *'As  to  the  preparing  of  ves- 
sels within  our  jurisdiction  for 
subsequent  hostile  operations,  the 
test  we  have  applied  has  not  been 
the  extent  and  character  of  the 
preparations,  but  the  intent  with 
which  the  particular  acts  were 
done.  If  any  person  does  any  act, 
or  attempts  to  do  any  act,  towards 
such  preparation,  with  the  intent 
that  the  vessel  shall  be  employed 
in  hostile  operations,  he  is  guilty, 
without  reference  to  the  comple- 
tion of  the  preparations  or  the  ex- 
tent to  which  they  may  have  gone, 
and  although  his  attempt  may 
have  resulted  in  no  definite  prog- 
ress towards  the  completion  of  his 
preparations.  The  procurinj^  of 
materials  to  be  used  knowingly 
and  with  the  intent,  etc.,  is  an 
offence.  Accordingly,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  show  that  the  vessel 
was  armed  or  was  in  any  way  or 
at  any  time  before  or  after  the  act 
charged  in  a  condition  to  commit 
acts  of  hostility.  ...  It  will  be  seen 
at  once,  by  these  abstract  defini- 
tions, that  our  rules  do  not  inter- 
fere with  bona  fide  commercial  deal- 
ings in  contraband  of  war.  An 
American  merchant  may  build  and 
fully  arm  a  vessel  and  supply  her 
with  stores  and  offer  her  for  sale 
in  our  own  market.  If  he  does 
any  acts  as  an  agent  or  servant  of 
a  belligerent,  or  in  pursuance^  of 
an  arrangement  or  understanding 
with  a  belligerent,  that  she  shall 
be  employed  in  hostilities  when 
sold,  he  is  guilty.     He  may,  with- 
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Duty  of  Neutral  State,  How  Determined.  The  duty 
and  responsibility  of  a  state  in  this  regard  are  fixed  and 
determined,  not  by  municipal,  but  by  international  law, 
which  requires  a  neutral  state  to  prevent  the  departure  of 


out  violating  our  own  law,  send 
out  such  a  vessel  so  equipped  un- 
der the  flag  and  papers  of  nis  own 
country,  with  no  more  force  of 
crew  than  is  suitable  for  naviga- 
tion, with  no  right  to  resist  search 
or  seizure,  and  to  take  the  chance 
of  capture  as  contraband  merchan- 
dise of  blockade  and  of  a  market 
in  a  belligerent  port.  In  such 
case  the  extent  and  character  of 
the  equipments  are  as  immaterial 
as  in  the  other  class  of  cases.  The 
intent  is  all.  The  act  is  open  to 
suspicion  and  abuse,  and  the  line 
may  often  be  scarcely  traceable, 
yet  the  principle  is  clear  enough. 
Is  the  intent  one  to  prepare  an 
article  of  contraband  merchandise 
to  be  sent  to  the  market  of  a  bellig- 
erent, subject  to  the  chances  of 
capture  and  a  market?  Or,  on 
the  other  hand,  is  it  to  fit  out  a 
vessel  which  shall  leave  our  port 
to  cruise,  immediately  or  ultimate- 
ly, against  the  commerce  of  a 
frien<fly  nation?  The  latter  we 
are  bound  to  prevent.  The  former 
the  belligerent  must  prevent.  In 
the  former  case  the  ship  is  mer- 
chandise, under  bona  fiae  neutral 
flag  and  papers,  with  a  port  of  des- 
tination, subject  to  capture  as  con- 
traband merchandise  oy  the  other 
belligerent,  to  the  risks  of  block- 
ade, and  with  no  right  to  resist 
search  and  seizure,  and  liable  to  be 
treated  as  a  pirate  by  any  nation 
if  she  does  any  act  of  hostility  to 
the  property  of  a  belligerent,  as 
much  as  if  she  did  it  to  that  of  a 
neutral.  Such  a  trade  in  contra- 
band a  belligerent  may  cut  off  by 
cruising  the  seas  and  blockading 
his  enemy's  ports.  But  to  protect 
himself  against  vessels  sailing  out 
of  a  neutral  port  to  commit  hostil- 
ities, it  would  be  necessary  for  him 


to  hover  off  the  ports  of  a  neutral; 
and  to  do  that  effectually  he  must 
maintain  a  kind  of  blockade  of  the 
neutral  coast,  which,  as  neutrals 
will  not  permit,  they  ought  not  to 
give  occasion  for." — Dana's  Whea- 
ton,  8th  edition,  note  215.  See, 
also,  the  Santissima  Trinidad,  7 
Wheaton,  283.  "Where  a  person 
was  indicted  under  the  third  sec- 
tion of  the  act  of  18 18  (3  Stat.  448; 
Rev.  Stat.  |  5283)  with  being 
knowingly  concerned  in  the  fitting- 
out  of  a  vessel  with  intent  to  em- 
ploy her  in  the  service  of  a  foreign 
I)eople,  viz.,  the  United  Provinces 
of  Buenos  Ayres,  against  the  sub- 
jects of  the  Emperor  of  Brazil, 
with  whom  the  United  States  are 
at  peace:  Held,  that  to  brin^  the 
defendant  within  the  act,  either 
fitting-out  or  arming  will  consti- 
tute an  offence." — United  States 
vs.  Quincy,  6  Peters,  445.  "It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  vessel,  when 
she  left  a  port  of  the  United  States 
for  a  foreign  port,  and  during  her 
passage,  and  when  she  arrived  at 
the  foreign  port,  should  be  armed 
and  in  condition  for  hostilities 
to  constitute  an  offence." — Ibid. 
"The  preparations  to  commit  hos- 
tilities must  be  made  within  the 
United  States,  and  the  intention 
with  respect  to  the  employment 
of  the  vessel  must  be  formed  be- 
fore she  leaves  the  United  States." 
— Ibid.  "The  law  does  not  pro- 
hibit armed  vessels  belongins;  to 
citizens  of  the  United  States  n*om 
sailing;  it  only  requires  the  owners 
to  give  security.  Collectors  are 
not  authorized  to  detain  vessels 
built  for  war-like  purposes  and 
about  to  depart,  unless  circum- 
stances render  it  probable  that 
they  are  to  be  employed  in  viola- 
tion of  the  act." — -Ibid. 
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such  hostile  expeditions.  It  may  resort  to  such  measures 
of  prevention,  in  respect  to  its  subjects  or  other  persons 
within  its  jurisdiction,  as  it  may  deem  prudent  or  expedi- 
ent to  accomplish  that  purpose;  it  may  enact  stringent 
laws,  or  it  may  issue  proclamations  or  promulgate  regula- 
tions; with  all  this  international  law  has  nothing  to  do. 
Such  statutes  neither  add  to  nor  diminish  the  responsibility 
of  the  neutral  state,  which  must  see  to  it  that  such  expedi- 
tions do  not  emerge  from  its  territorial  waters  with  a  view 
to  commit  acts  of  hostility  against  a  state  with  which  the 
neutral  is  at  peace.  Their  existence  presumes  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  a  state  to  fulfil  its  neutral  duties.  Their 
absence  may  imply  the  contrary,  or  it  may  imply  that  some 
department  of  the  government  has  sufficient  power  in  the 
premises  to  make  such  provisions  unnecessary.  If  they 
exist,  and  are  inadequate  to  the  purpose,  their  inadequacy 
cannot  be  pleaded  in  extenuation  of  a  violation  of  neutral 
duty;  if  they  do  not  exist,  their  absence  cannot  be  alleged 
to  excuse  a  failure  to  observe  a  neutral  obligation;  nor, 
finally,  can  their  enforcement,  by  obscuring  the  real  issue 
involved,  or  by  distracting  the  attention  of  a  neutral  state 
from  its  real  responsibility,  at  all  diminish  that  respon- 
sibility or  change  its  character.* 

Augmentation  of  Force.  What  has  been  said  in  re- 
spect to  a  hostile  expedition  originating  in  a  neutral  port 
applies  with  equal  force  to  the  augmentation  of  force  by 
a  ship  or  fleet  in  a  neutral  port,  the  principle  being  the 
same  in  either  case.  To  "augment"  the  force  of  a  vessel 
is  to  add  to  or  increase  her  military  power  or  efficiency,  or 
make  it  possible  for  her  to  act  more  efficiently  against  the 
enemy  by  the  addition  of  war-like  stores  or  material.  To 
increase  the  armanent  of  such  a  vessel,  to  add  to  its  stock 
of  ammunition,  or  to  increase  its  crew  would  be  a  violation 
of  the  law  which  the  neutral  is  bound  to  prevent.' 

'11  Halleck.pp.  198  199;  IVCal-  '"Converting   a   merchantman 

vo,  II  2491,  3593.  2616-2636;   II  into  a  cruiser  by  increasing  the 

Twiss,  §217;   Hall,  1 19;  III  Philli-  number  of  her  guns  and  adding 

more,  1 139;  Lawrence,  §§243-249.  other  equipments  is  equivalent  to 
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The  generally  accepted  practice  in  respect  to  the  aug- 
mentation of  its  force  by  a  vessel-of-war  in  a  neutral  port 
was  first  embodied  in  an  international  convention  by  the 
Second  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague,  in  1907,  the  re- 
quirements of  the  treaty  in  that  regard  being  that : 

**In  neutral  ports  and  roadsteads  belligerent  war-ships 
may  only  carry  out  such  repairs  as  are  absolutely  neces- 
sary to  render  them  seaworthy,  and  may  not  add  in  any 
maimer  whatsoever  to  their  fighting  force.  The  local  au- 
thorities of  the  neutral  power  shall  decide  what  repairs 
are  necessary,  and  these  must  be  carried  out  with  the 
least  possible  delay. 

**  Belligerent  war-ships  may  not  make  use  of  neutral 
ports,  roadsteads,  on  territorial  waters,  for  replenishing  or 
increasing  their  supplies  of  war  material  or  their  armament 
or  for  completing  their  crews."  * 

The  Terceira  Affair.  In  1828  an  insurrection  broke  out 
in  Portugal  headed  by  Dom  Miguel,  the  uncle  of  the  reign- 
ing Queen.  The  Portuguese  Government  called  upon  the 
British  Government  for  aid  under  the  terms  of  an  exist- 
ing treaty,  which  guaranteed  the  maintenance  of  the  royal 
family  upon  the  throne.  This  assistance  was  refused  by 
Great  Britain  on  the  ground  that  the  guarantee  of  the 
treaty  contemplated  assistance  against  external  interfer- 
ence and  did  not  apply  to  a  case  of  domestic  insurrec- 
tion. A  considerable  number  of  Portuguese  subjects,  who 
had  assembled  in  England,  formed  a  military  organization 
with  the  design  of  leaving  the  Channel  ports  with  a  view 
of  entering  the  service  of  the  Queen.  In  pursuance  of  this 
design  four  vessels,  not  armed  or  equipped  as  vessels-of- 


an  original  outfit,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  act  of  Congress." — Unit- 
ed States  vs.  Guinet,  2  Dallas,  321. 
"The  mounting  of  new  guns  and 
the  opening  of  new  ports  is  an 
augmentation  of  force  amounting 
to  a  breach  of  neutrality." — Moo- 
die  vs.  the  Betty  Cathcart,  Bee,  43. 
"Yet  the  repair  of  bottoms,  cop- 


per, etc.,  does  not  constitute  any 
increase  or  augmentation  of  force 
within  the  meaning  of  the  act; 
and  the  steamers  themselves  are 
not  subject  to  seizure  by  any  judi- 
cial process  under  it." — Iv  Opin. 
of  Att.-Gen.  p.  336. 

*  For  text  of  treaty,  see  Appen- 
dix F,  Convention  No.  13. 
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war,  sailed  from  Plymouth,  ostensibly  for  Brazil.  The 
English  ministry,  suspecting  their  design  to  be  to  effect  a 
landing  at  Terceira,  ordered  a  squadron  to  the  Azores  with  a 
view  to  prevent  their  landing  on  Portuguese  territory.  The 
vessels  were  intercepted  off  Porto  Praya,  their  passengers 
were  not  permitted  to  land,  and  they  were  forcibly  escorted 
back  to  the  vicinity  of  the  British  Channel,  where  they  were 
released  and  took  refuge  in  a  port  of  France.  In  this  case, 
although  it  violated  the  sovereignty  of  Portugal  by  the  use  of 
force  in  Portuguese  waters.  Great  Britain  fully  performed  its 
duty  as  a  neutral  under  the  rules  of  international  law.* 

Case  of  the  "  Horaa."  The  Horsa  was  a  Danish  steam- 
er, sailing  under  the  Danish  flag  and  papers,  and  her  cap- 
tain and  officers,  who  were  indicted  for  a  violation  of  the 
neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States,  were  Danish  subjects. 
The  Horsa  was  engaged  in  the  fruit  trade,  and,  on  Novem- 
ber 9,  1895,  cleared  from  Philadelphia  for  Port  Antonio, 
Jamaica,  with  orders  to  proceed  to  a  point  on  the  high  seas 
off  the  port  of  Bamegat,  New  Jersey,  and  there  await 
orders.  At  the  point  thus  agreed  upon,  she  was  joined, 
the  same  night,  by  a  steam-lighter,  having  on  board  sev- 
eral cases  of  merchandise  and  between  thirty  and  forty  pas- 
sengers; these  were  transferred  to  the  Horsa,  which  pro- 
ceeded on  her  way.  During  the  voyage  the  packages  were 
opened  and  the  arms  and  ammimition  which  they  con- 
tained were  distributed  among  the  passengers,  who  were 
drilled  and  instructed  in  their  use;   at  the  same  time  the 


'  Hall,  g  233;  Dana's  Wheaton, 

K  note  315,  p.  566;  Risley,  pp. 

194,  195;  III  Phillimore,  pp.  387- 


g  439,  note  215.  P-  566;  Risley,  pp. 

^,  195;  III  Phillimore,  pp. 
396.  **  In  1870,  during  the  Franco- 


Prussian  War,  1 3  00  Frenchmen 
left  New  York  for  Prance  upon 
two  steamers  carrying  the  Prench 
flag  and  which  carried  as  cargo  a 
lars;e  quantity  of  arms  and  am- 
munition. The  passengers  were 
French  subjects  returning  to  their 
allegiance  at  the  outbreak  of  war; 
they  were  not  officered,  they  were 


no  use  of  the  arms  and  ammuni- 
tion which  were  contained  in  the 
cargoes  of  the  vessels  which  trans- 
ported them.  The  United  States 
government,  which  had  permitted 
their  departure,  justified  it  on  the 
ground  that  they  did  not  consti- 
tute a  hostile  expedition,  and  that 
for  that  reason  their  departure 
from  its  territorial  jurisdiction  did 
not  constitute  a  violation  of  its 
neutral  obligatipn." — F4^ey,   pp, 

195-197: 
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remaining  contents  of  the  packages,  which  included  a 
Maxim  gun,  were  prepared  for  landing.  About  six  miles 
off  the  coast  of  Cuba,  upon  which  island  there  was  at  the 
time  an  insurrection  in  progress  against  Spain,  the  pas- 
sengers were  disembarked,  taking  with  them  the  arms  and 
mimitions  of  war  which  they  had  brought  on  board  the 
Horsa.  The  officers  of  the  ship  were  indicted  for  a  viola- 
tion of  the  neutrality  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  were 
convicted  in  the  court  of  first  instance.  The  case  was  car- 
ried to  the  Supreme  Court  by  writ  of  error,  where  it  was 
decided  that  the  acts  above  set  forth  constituted  a  hostile 
expedition,  and  therefore  a  violation  of  the  neutral  duty 
of  the  United  States.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below 
was  affirmed  as  to  the  captain,  but  reversed  as  to  the 
officers  of  the  ship,  who  were  granted  a  new  trial.* 

Case  of  the  "Itata."  In  January,  1 891,  the  steamer 
Itaia  was  captured  in  the  harbor  of  Valparaiso,  Chili,  by  a 
party  of  itisux^^tS  against  the  existing  government  of  the 
r^ublic.  She  was  officered  and  manned  by  the  insur- 
gents and  used  by  them,  from  time  to  time,  for  transport 
purposes,  for  the  conveyance  of  provisions  and  munitions 
of  war,  and  as  a  hospital  ship.  In  April,  1891,  one  Trum- 
bull, representing  the  insurgent  party,  came  to  the  United 
States  and  purchased,  in  New  York,  a  large  quantity  of 
arms  and  ammunition,  with  the  intention  of  sending  them 
to  Chili  for  the  use  of  the  insurrectionary  forces.  The  Itata 
was  ordered  to  California  for  that  purpose,  and  was  escort- 
ed as  far  as  Cape  San  Lucas  by  the  Esmeralda,  an  insurgent 
cruiser.  During  her  voyage  to  California  the  Itata  had  on 
board  four  small  brass  cannon,  with  ammunition  therefor, 
and  took  on  board,  at  a  Chilian  port,  twelve  soldiers,  with 
their  arms  aiicl'  uniforms,  who  were  employed  as  stokers. 

At  Cape  San  Lucas^'the/cannon  and  ammunition,  together 
with  the  arms  and  uniforms  of  the  soldiers,  were  packed 
in  the  hold  of  the  vessel,  leaving  on  deck  one  small  cannon 

*  Wibow;  vs,  U.  S.  163  U.  S.  632;  U.  S.  vs,  Ybanez,  53  Fed.  Rep,  536; 
U.  S.  vs.  PensL,  69  Fed.  Rep.  983. 
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which  had  been  used  for  saluting  purposes.  The  arms  and 
ammunition  were  loaded  on  a  schooner  at  San  Francisco, 
and  transported  to  the  island  of  Santa  Catalina,  where  she 
expected  to  meet  the  Itata  and  transfer  her  cargo ;  but  this 
was  prevented  by  the  seizure  of  the  Itata  in  the  port  of  San 
Diego,  whither  she  had  gone  for  coal  and  stores.  The  arms 
were  subsequently  transferred  to  the  Itata  near  San  Cle- 
mente  Island,  off  the  southern  coast  of  California,  and  were 
immediately  transported  to  Chili.  On  September  4,  1891, 
the  belligerency  of  the  insurrectionary  party  in  Chili  was 
recognized  by  the  United  States.  The  case  was  tried  in  the 
proper  district  court  of  the  United  States,  where  it  was  de- 
cided that  the  facts,  as  above  set  forth,  did  not  constitute 
the  fitting-out  of  a  hostile  expedition  against  a  government 
with  which  the  United  States  was  at  peace,  and  that  the 
mere  purchase  and  carriage  of  arms  and  war-like  stores  to  a 
party  of  insurgents  in  a  foreign  country,  such  munitions 
not  constituting  a  part  of  the  fittings  or  furnishings  of  the 
vessel,  did  not  constitute  a  violation  of  the  neutral  duty 
of  the  United  States  or  violate  her  neutrality  laws.*  The 
government  of  the  United  States  acted  with  commendable 
promptness  in  the  Itata  case,  which  proved,  upon  inquii^^, 
to  be  a  mere  commercial  undertaking  with  none  of  the 
characteristic  elements  of  a  hostile  expedition. 

Case  of  the  "Alabama."  The  most  conspicuous  illus- 
tration, in  recent  times,  of  the  failure  of  a  state  to  ob- 
serve its  neutral  obligations  is  that  afforded  by  the  case 
of  the  Alabama.  Among  the  most  pressing  needs  of 
the  Confederates  was  that  of  sea -going  ships  capable  of 
being  used  for  war.  To  enable  the  Confederates  to  over- 
come this  disparity  of  force  at  sea  a  scheme  was  projected 
of  procuring  by  purchase,  in  England,  a  number  of  war- 
steamers  for  the  Confederate  navy.  This  undertaking 
was   quite   different  from   thpse  that  had   preceded   it, 

*  The  Itata,  49  Fed.  Rep.  646;  Trambull,  48  Fed.  Rep.  99;  For. 

Ibid.  56  Fed.  Rep.  505;  U.  S.  vs,  Rel.  U.  S.  189 1,  pp.  122,  13a,  316- 

Weed,  5  Wallace,  62;  the  Watch-  $22;  the  Three  Friends,  166  \J,o,  i, 
ful,    6    Wallace,    91;    U.    S.    vs. 
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inasmuch  as  it  was  proposed  that  these  vessels,  so  soon  as  they 
had  been  completed  and  equipped  for  war,  whether  in  Eng- 
land or  elsewhere,  should,  without  being  sent  to  any  port  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  Confederacy,  at  once  engage  in  hos- 
tile operations  against  the  United  States.  With  this  end  in 
view,  agents  were  despatched  to  England  with  instructions  to 
arrange  for  the  purchase  or  construction  of  a  number  of  swift 
and  powerful  steamers  for  this  purpose.  These  agents  were 
to  arrange  all  the  details  of  armament  and  equipment,  and 
were  to  transfer  them,  when  completed  and  ready  for  service, 
to  certain  designated  officers  of  the  Confederate  navy. 

These  instructions  were  carried  out  in  all  their  essential  de- 
tails. The  ships,three  in  number,  which  were  afterwards  known 
as  the  Florida^  Alabama^  and  Shetiandoah^  were  purchased  or 
constructed  in  England.  Their  armament  and  equipment 
were  obtained,  and  a  portion  of  their  crews  enlisted,  in  British 
territory,  without  encountering  any  obstacles  which  do  not 
seem  to  have  been  overcome  without  special  difficulty.  In 
every  case  the  ships  left  England  without  guns  or  ammunition 
on  board,  and  but  partly  manned ;  and  in  every  case  the  ar- 
ticles needed  to  prepare  the  vessel  for  active  service,  and  a 
part  or  the  whole  of  the  crew,  were  shipped  from  England  by 
another  vessel,  the  equipment  being  completed  at  a  point 
previously  agreed  upon,  usually  in  neutral  waters,  and  never 
within  British  jurisdiction. 

Later  History  of  the  Confederate  Cruisers.  Of  the  three 
cruisers  whose  origin  has  been  alluded  to,  the  career  may  be 
briefly  told.  The  Florida^  on  August  ii,  1862,  completed  her 
armament  in  neutral  West  Indian  waters,  and  entered  upon 
her  duty  of  destroying  merchant  vessels.  Her  career  was  ter-. 
minated  in  October,  1864,  by  her  illegal  capture  in  the  port  of 
Bahia,  Brazil. 

The  Alabama,  in  spite  of  the  urgent  remonstrances  of  the 
American  minister,  effected  her  departure  from  English  wa- 
ters on  the  29th  of  July,  1862.  Her  armament  and  crew  were 
placed  on  board  at  Angra  Bay,  in  the  Azores  Islands,  near  the 
end  of  the  following  month.    After  a  most  eventful  career, 
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during  which  she  succeeded  in  capturing  or  destroying  fifty* 
eight  merchant  vessels,  she  was  defeated  and  sunk  in  an  en- 
gagement with  the  United  States  steamer  Kearsarge^  off  the 
port  of  Havre,  France,  on  June  19,  1864. 

The  Shenandoah^  a  steamer  formerly  engaged  in  the  China 
trade,  attracted  the  attention  of  the  Confederate  agents  in 
London  by  her  speed  and  superior  sailing  qualities,  as  well  as 
by  her  adaptability  to  the  purposes  which  they  had  in  view. 
She  was,  therefore,  purchased,  and  on  October  8,  1864,  cleared 
from  the  Thames,  ostensibly  for  Bombay.  Her  real  destina- 
tion, however,  was  the  island  of  Madeira,  whither  a  tender 
had  preceded  her  containing  her  armament  and  crew.  The 
transfer  was  effected  in  neutral  jiirisdiction,  as  in  the  preced- 
ing cases,  about  October  21st  of  the  same  year.  The  evidence 
submitted  in  the  case  of  this  vessel  satisfied  the  Geneva  Board 
of  Arbitration  that  no  responsibility  attached  to  the  British 
Government  for  her  conduct  up  to  the  date  of  her  arrival  at 
Melbourne,  Australia.  The  circumstances  attending  her  con- 
duct there  should  have  caused  her  detention,  but  did  not,  and 
for  her  acts,  after  the  date  of  her  departure  from  Melbourne, 
the  British  Government  was  held  responsible*  The  career  of 
this  vessel  is  remarkable  from  the  fact  that  she  continued  to 
make  captures,  in  the  North  Pacific,  after  the  termination  of 
hostilities  in  the  Civil  War.  Upon  being  notified  of  the  peace 
in  July,  1865,  she  was  conveyed  by  her  captain  to  Liverpool, 
and  was  there  surrendered  to  the  British  Government.' 

Result  of  their  Operations,  The  result  of  the  operations  of 
these  vessels  and  their  tenders  was,  in  effect,  to  destroy  the 
merchant  marine  of  the  United  States.  Such  of  its  ships  as 
escaped  capture  or  destruction  were  transferred  to  foreign 
flags,  to  secure  an  immunity  from  capture  by  acquiring  the 
neutral  character.  The  question  continued  an  open  one  be- 
tween the  governments  for  a  number  of  years,  subjecting  their 
relations  to  a  constant  strain,  and  at  times  taking  such  a  turn 


'  For  Captain  Waddell's  letter     surrendering  this  vessel,  see  B^r 
to  the  Secretary  of  Foreign  Affairs*     nard,  pp.  434-4^9. 
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as  to  render  war  between  them  a  not  unlikely  occurrence. 
Several  attempts  at  settlement  were  made,  but  without 
success,  owing  to  the  excited  state  of  feeling  at  the 
time.  The  question  was  finally  put  in  the  way  of  ad- 
justment by  the  negotiation  of  liie  Treaty  of  Washing- 
ton, in  187 1. 

Neutral  Duty  of  Great  Britain.  It  has  been  seen  that, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  Civil  War,  three  war-steam- 
ers were  obtained  by  the  Confederate  States  in  England 
by  purchase  and  construction.  Over  the  acts  of  those 
persons  within  its  jurisdiction  who  had  to  do  with  such 
purchase  and  construction  the  British  Government  had 
undisputed  control. 

In  the  performance  of  its  duty  as  a  neutral,  however, 
the  British  Government  seems  to  have  taken  for  grant- 
ed that  a  more  or  less  vigorous  enforcement  of  the  exist- 
ing neutrality  laws  would  constitute  a  sufficient  perform- 
ance of  its  neutral  duty  and  a  sufficient  fulfilment  of 
its  neutral  obligation.  The  action  of  the  government, 
therefore,  was  not  only  confined  to  the  enforcement  of  its 
neutrality  law,  but  a  peculiar  construction  was  placed 
upon  that  law,  by  which  it  was  deemed  no  violation  of  its 
provisions  to  construct  a  ship,  even  for  an  admitted  war-like 
purpose,  if  no  portion  of  its  equipment  and  armament  was 
contributed  by  its  builders,  or  placed  on  board  within 
British  territorial  jurisdiction. 

Acts  like  those  of  which  the  United  States  complained 
were  opposed  to  the  usages  of  nations,  because  they  con- 
stituted hostile  attempts  against  a  friendly  power,  and 
originated  within  neutral  jurisdiction.  A  belligerent  has 
no  right,  or  color  of  right,  to  interfere  in  any  manner  with 
the  internal  administration  of  a  sovereign  state.  He  must 
judge  of  the  attitude  and  intentions  of  that  state  by  its 
acts,  or  by  the  acts  of  individuals  which  have  originated 
within  its  territory.  If  an  act  of  hostility  originate  in  a 
neutral  state,  it  matters  not  by  whom  it  is  committed,  the 
neutral  is  entirely  responsible  for  its  effects  and  results. 
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whatever  they  may  be;  and  no  other  course  is  open  to  a 
belligerent  than  to  hold  such  neutral  to  a  strict  account- 
ability for  events  over  which  he  has,  and  may  exercise,  a 
jurisdiction  in  every  way  adequate  to  his  responsibility. 

The  Geneva  Arbitration 

History.  The  most  striking  and  successful  example  of 
the  settlement  of  an  international  difference  of  the  gravest 
character,  by  a  resort  to  the  principle  of  arbitration,  is 
furnished  by  the  adjustment  of  the  dispute  between  the 
United  States  and  England  growing  out  of  the  Alabama 
Claims.  It  was  impossible  that  a  difference  of  such  serious 
importance  could  long  exist  without  endangering  the 
friendly  relations  of  the  two  powers,  and,  at  different  times 
between  the  years  1863  and  1869,  efforts  were  made  with 
a  view  to  its  adjustment.  None  of  them,  however,  were 
successful. 

The  Treaty  of  Washington,  In  1870  a  dispute  arose  be- 
tween the  United  States  and  Canada  as  to  the  right  of 
American  citizens  to  participate  in  the  fisheries  in  certain 
British  territorial  waters  of  North  America,  and  a  pro- 
posal was  submitted,  through  the  British  minister,  to  the 
government  in  Washington  for  the  appointment  of  a  Joint 
Commission,  to  be  charged  with  the  adjustment,  not  only 
of  the  fishery  dispute,  but  of  all  questions  which  might 
affect  the  relations  of  the  United  States  with  the  British 
possessions  in  North  America.  To  this  proposition  a  reply 
was  made,  in  behalf  of  the  United  States,  that  the  project 
of  the  commission  would  not  be  favorably  considered 
unless  its  powers  were  extended  to  include  the  settlement 
of  the  differences  which  had  arisen,  during  the  Civil  War, 
out  of  the  acts  committed  by  Confederate  cruisers,  which 
had  given  rise  to  the  demands  known  as  the  Alabama 
Claims.' 
The  proposition  of  the  United  States  was  accepted,  and 

'  Revue  de  Droit  International,  vol.  iii.  iSyi.p.  113. 
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an  agreement  was  entered  into  providing  for  the  organiza- 
tion of  a  commission  of  ten  members,  selected  in  equal 
numbers  by  the  governments  of  England  and  the  United 
States.  The  commission  was  to  sit 'in  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington, and  was  to  address  itself  to  the  task  of  providing 
a  means  of  adjusting  all  causes  of  difference  then  existing 
between  the  two- cotmtries. 

The  commission  thus  provided  for  met  in  Washington 
on  March  4,  187 1.  Its  labors  terminated  on  May  8th, 
with  the  completion  and  signature  of  the  Treaty  of  Wash- 
ington. That  instrument  provided  for  the  reference  of 
the  Alabama  Claims  to  a  tribunal  of  arbitration  to  be  com- 
posed of  five  members.  Of  these  one  was  to  be  selected  by 
each  of  the  contracting  parties,  and  one  each  by  the  King 
of  Italy,  the  President  of  the  Swiss  Confederation,  and  the 
Emperor  of  Brazil.  The  tribunal  was  to  meet  in  Geneva, 
on  the. earliest  convenient  day  after  the  nomination  of  its 
members. 

The  Three  Rules  for  the  Guidance  of  the  TribunaL  The 
tribunal,  in  deciding  the  case,  was  to  be  guided  by  three 
rules,  which  were  incorporated  in  the  treaty  and  mutually 
agreed  to  by  the  litigant  powers.  The  agreement  on  the 
part  of  Great  Britain  was  qualified  by  the  declaration  that 
**  her  Majesty's  Government  cannot  assent  to  the  foregoing 
rules  as  a  statement  of  principles  of  international  law  which 
were  in  force  at  the  time  when  the  claims  mentioned  arose, 
but  that  her  Majesty's  Government,  in  order  to  evince  its 
desire  of  strengthening  the  friendly  relations  between  the 
two  coimtries,  and  of  making  satisfactory  provision  for  the 
future,  agrees  that,  in  deciding  the  questions  between  the 
two  countries  arising  out  of  these  claims,  the  arbitrators 
should  assume  that  her  Majesty's  Government  had  under- 
taken to  act  upon  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  rules."  * 

The  three  rules  are,  *'A  neutral  government  is  bound — 

(a.)  *'To  use  due  diligence  to  prevent  the  fitting-out, 
arming,  equipping,  within  its  jurisdiction,  of  any  vessel 

*  Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the  United  States,  1776-1887,  p.  481. 
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which  it  has  reasonable  ground  to  believe  is  intended  to 
cruise  or  carry  on  war  against  a  power  with  which  it  is  at 
peace;  and  also  to  use  like  diligence  to  prevent  the  de- 
parture from  its  jurisdiction  of  any  vessel  intended  to 
cruise  or  carry  on  war  as  above,  such  vessel  having  been 
specially  adapted,  in  whole  or  in  part,  within  such  juris- 
diction, to  war-like  use.*' 

(6.)  **Not  to  permit  or  suffer  either  belligerent  to  make 
use  of  its  ports  or  waters  as  a  base  of  naval  operations 
against  the  other,  or  for  the  purpose  of  the  renewal  or 
augmentation  of  military  supplies  or  arms,  or  the  recruit- 
ment of  men/* 

(c.)  "To  exercise  due  diligence  in  its  own  ports  and 
waters,  and,  as  to  all  persons  within  its  jurisdiction,  to 
prevent  any  violations  of  the  foregoing  obligations  and 
duties.*' 

Adoption  of  the  Three  Rules  as  a  Part  of  the  Conven- 
tional Law  of  Nations.  At  the  Second  Peace  Conference 
at  The  Hague,  the  rules  established  for  the  guidance  of 
the  Court  of  Arbitration  at  Geneva  were  substantially 
adopted,  and  will,  henceforth,  constitute  a  part  of  the  con- 
ventional law  of  nations.  The  rules  as  adopted  provide 
that — 

"Belligerents  are  forbidden  to  use  neutral  ports  and 
waters  as  a  base  of  naval  operations  against  their  adver- 
saries, and  in  particular  to  erect  wireless  telegraph  stations 
or  any  apparatus  for  the  purpose  of  communicating  with 
the  belligerent  forces  on  land  or  sea. 

"The  supply,  in  any  manner,  directly  or  indirectly,  by 
a  neutral  power  to  a  belligerent  power,  of  war-ships,  am- 
munition, or  war  material  of  any  kind  whatever,  is  for- 
bidden. 

"A  neutral  power  is  not  bound  to  prevent  the  export  or 
transit,  for  the  use  of  either  belligerent,  of  arms,  ammuni- 
tions, or,  in  general,  of  anything  which  could  be  of  use  to 
^  army  or  fleet. 

♦*A  ne^tral  governtJient  i§  bot!n4  tq  employ  th?  ro§aR§ 


41 8  THE   ELEMENTS   OF   INTERNATIONAL  LAW 

at  its  disposal  to  prevent  the  fitting-out  or  arming  of  any 
vessel  within  its  jurisdiction  which  it  has  reason  to  believe 
is  intended  to  cruise,  or  engage  in  hostile  operations, 
against  a  power  with  which  that  government  is  at  peace. 
It  is  also  bound  to  display  the  same  vigilance  to  prevent 
the  departure  from  its  jurisdiction  of  any  vessel  intended 
to  cruise,  or  engage  in  hostile  operations,  which  had  been 
adapted  entirely  or  partly  within  the  said  jurisdiction  for 
use  in  war/*  * 

Procedure  and  Finding,  The  decision  of  the  tribunal 
was  to  be  rendered,  if  possible,  within  three  months  after 
the  arguments  on  both  sides  had  been  closed.  The  ques- 
tion referred  for  decision,  as  to  each  vessel  separately,  was 
*HwhethQi»  Great  BritainJias,  by  any  act  of  omissiwi,  failed 
to  fulfil  any  of  the  duties  set  forth  in  the  foregoing  three 
rules  or  recognized  by  the  principles  of  international  law 
not  inconsistent  with  such  rules.'*  * 

*  *  In  case  the  tribunal  finds  that  Great  Britain  has  failed 
to  fulfil  any  duty,  or  duties,  as  aforesaid,  it  may,  if  it 
think  proper,  proceed  to  award  a  sum  in  gross,  to  be  paid 
by  Great  Britain  to  the  United  States,  for  all  the  claims 
referred  to  it. 

* '  In  case  the  tribunals  find  that  Great  Britain  has  failed 
to  fulfil  any  duty,  or  duties,  as  aforesaid,  and  does  not 
award  a  sum  in  gross,  the  high  contracting  parties  agree 
that  a  board  of  assessors  shall  be  appointed  to  ascertain 
and  determine  what  claims  are  valid,  and  what  amount  or 
amounts  shall  be  paid  by  Great  Britain  to  the  United  States 
on  account  of  the  liability  arising  from  such  failures,  as 
to  each  vessel,  according  to  the  extent  of  such  liability 
as  determined  by  the  arbitrators."  • 

Meeting  of  the  Tribunal  of  Arbitration.  The  tribunal  met 
at  Geneva  on  December  15,  187 1.  The  full  powers  of  the 
arbitrators  were  exchanged,  and  the  board  was  organized  by 

'  For  text  of  the  convention  of         'Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the 
October   i8,    1907,  see  Appendix     United  States,  17 76-1887,  p.  481. 
F,  Convention  No.   13.  '  Ibid.  p.  48a. 
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the  selection  of  Count  Sclopis;  the  Italian  representative,  as 
president.  The  cases  were  submitted  by  the  agents  of  the 
respective  governments,  and  the  tribunal  directed  that  the 
counter  cases,  additional  documents,  correspondence,  and  evi- 
dence should  be  delivered. to  the  secretary  on  or  before  April 
15,  1872.  After  making  some  arrangements  as  to  procedure, 
the  tribunal,  on  the  following  day,  adjourned  to  meet  on  June 
15,  1872. 

Indirect  Claims.  In  the  case  submitted  by  the  United  States 
certain  claims  appeared  for  damages  due  under  the  heads  of — 

1st.  "The  losses  in  the  transfer  of  the  American  commercial 
marine  to  the  British  flag.'' 

2d.  **  The  enhanced  rates  of  insurance." 

3d.  "The  prolongation  of  the  war,  and  the  addition  of  a 
large  sum  to  the  cost  of  the  war  and  the  suppression  of  the 
rebellion." 

The  consideration  of  these  indirect  claims  by  the  tribunal 
was  objected  to  by  the  agent  of  the  British  Government ;  and 
the  tribunal  decided  that,  according  to  the  rules  of  interna- 
tional law  applicable  to  such  cases,  they  did  not  constitute  a 
good  foundation  for  an  award,  and  should  be  wholly  excluded 
from  the  consideration  of  the  tribunal  in  making  its  award. 
This  ruling  was  accepted  by  both  of  the  governments  inter- 
ested.* 

Rules  of  Interpretation.  Before  the  members  of  the  tribunal 
were  able  to  apply  the  rules  furnished  them  in  the  treaty  to 
the  decision  of  the  case  they  were  obliged  to  place  an  inter- 
pretation upon  some  of  the  terms  there  used,  and  to  define 
the  rule  of  international  law  upon  certain  points  which  were 
involved  in  the  judicial  determination  of  questions  not  covered 
by  the  rules  themselves.     It  was  therefore  decided— 

(i.)  That  due  diligence  "ought  to  be  exercised  by  neutral 
governments  in  exact  proportion  to  the  risks  to  which  either 
of  the  belligerents  may  be  exposed,  from  a  failure  to  fulfil  the 
obligations  of  neutrality  on  their  part.'* 

»  For.  Rel,  U.  S.  1872, 1873,  "Geneva  Arbitration,"  vol.  iv.  p.  2a 
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(2.)  "  The  effects  of  a  violation  of  neutrality  committed  by 
means  of  the  construction,  equipment,  and  armament  of  a 
vessel  are  not  done  away  with  by  any  commission  which  the 
government  of  the  belligerent  power  benefited  by  the  violation 
of  neutrality  may  afterwards  have  granted  to  that  vessel ;  and 
the  ultimate  step  by  which  the  offence  is  completed  cannot  be 
admissible  as  a  ground  for  the  absolution  of  the  offender,  nor 
can  the  consummation  of  his  fraud  become  the  means  of  estab- 
lishing his  innocence." 

•3/)  "The  principle  of  exterritoriality  has  been  admitted 
into  the  law  of  nations,  not  as  an  absolute  right,  but  solely  as 
a  proceeding  founded  on  the  principle  of  courtesy  and  mutual 
deference  between  different  nations,  and  therefore  can  never 
be  appealed  to  for  the  protection  of  acts  done  in  violation  of 
neutrality." ' 

Decision.  A  decision  was  reached  by  the  tribunal  at  the 
session  of  September  9, 1872.  It  was  concurred  in  and  signed 
by  four  of  the  members,  the  English  representative  offering  a 
dissenting  opinion.  On  September  14,  after  directing  that  a 
copy  of  the  decision  should  be  delivered  to  each  of  the  agents 
of  the  two  governments,  the  tribunal  was  dissolved. 

Award.  In  the  cases  of  the  Alabama,  of  the  Floriday  and 
of  the  Shenandoah  after  her  departure  from  Melbourne  on 
February  18,  1865,  the  tribunal  was  of  opinion  that  Great 
Britain  had  failed,  by  omission,  to  perform  the  duties  pre- 
scribed in  two  or  more  of  the  rules  of  Article  VI.  of  the 
Treaty  of  Washington.* 


»   For.  Rcl.  U.    S.  1872.  1873. 
"  Geneva  Arbitration/'  vol.  iv«  pp. 

49.  50- 
"  "  The  finding  in  the  case  of  the 

Alabama  was  of  a  failure  in  respect 
to  the  first  and  third  rules ;  in  the 
case  of  the  Florida,  of  the  first,  sec- 
ond, and  third  ,  in  the  case  of  the 
ShenandoaAfOfiht  second  and  third 
respectively.  The  Tuscaloosa,  a 
tender  of  the  Alabama,  and  the 
Clarence,  Tacony,  and  Archer,  tend- 
ers of  the  Florida^  were  held  to  be 


involved  in  the  lot  of  their  prin* 
cipals.  It  was  held  in  the  cases 
of  the  Georgia,  Sumter,  Nashville^ 
Tallahassee,  and  Chickamauga  that 
Great  Britain  had  not  failed  to  ob- 
serve the  three  rules.  The  cases  of 
the  Sallie,  Jeff  Davis,  Music,  Bos- 
ton,  and  V.  H,  Joy  were  excluded 
from  consideration  for  want  of  evi- 
dence."—For.  Rel.  U.  S.  1872.  1873, 
"Geneva  Arbitration,*'  vol.  iv.  pp 

51.  53. 
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The  sum  of  $I5,500,(X)0  in  gold  was  awarded  to  the  United 
States  as  the  indemnity  to  be  paid  by  Great  Britain  for  the 
satisfaction  of  all  the  clfiims  referred  to  the  consideration  of 
the  tribunal ;  and,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  Article  XI. 
of  the  treaty,  it  was  declared  that  *'  all  the  claims  referred  to 
in  the  treaty  as  submitted  to  the  tribunal  are  hereby  fully, 
perfectly,  and  finally  settled/** 

Results  of  tlie  Geneva  Arbitration.  The  effect  of  the  Geneva 
Arbitration  upon  international  law  has  been  much  discussed, 
especially  in  connection  with  a  clause  in  the  treaty  which  binds 
the  high  contracting  parties  "to  observe  these  rules  as  between 
themselves  in  future,  and  to  bring  them  to  the  knowledge  of 
other  maritime  poWers,  and  to  invite  them  to  accede  to  them/" 
Neither  power  is  believed  to  have  made  any  special  or  positive 
efforts  to  include  other  states  in  the  operations  of  the  treaty. 
In  so  far  as  the  rules  themselves  are  concerned,  such  action 
seems  hardly  necessary.  Their  effect  has  not  been  to  change 
any  existing  rule  of  international  law,  for  the  strict  observance 
of  neutral  obligation  and  duty  would  require  substantial  com- 
pliance with  their  provisions  by  any  neutral  state  in  time  of  war. 
Their  chief  effect  has  been  to  define  and  make  clear  a  principle 
already  existing,  and  so  g^enerally  sanctioned  by  the  usage  of 
nations  as  to  cause  it  to  be  regarded  as  a  doctrine  of  inter- 
national law.' 


'  For.  Rel.  U.  S.  1872,  1873,  "Ge- 
neva Arbitration,"  vol.  iv.  p.  53. 

'  Treaties  and  Conventions  of 
the  United  Sutes,  1 776-1 887,  p.  481. 

' "  Before  an  award  had  been  ren- 
dered an  attempt  was  made  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  the  Treaty  of 
Washington  by  bringing  the  rules 
to  the  attention  of  the  powers  with 
a  view  to  their  adoption.  The 
correspondence  on  this  subject, 
which  was  interrupted  in  1872,  was 
resumed  in  1873,  and  terminated, 
without  result  in  the  way  of  adhe- 
sions, in  1876.  In  January,  1879, 
the  correspondence  was  submitted 
to  the  Senate  by  President  Grant. 
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The  correspondence  clearly  estab- 
lishes that  there  was  po  disposition 
on  the  part  of  the  two  powers,  .  .  . 
to  make  the  submission.  ...  It 
may  be  added  that  there  was  a  con- 
viction on  the  part  of  both  govern- 
ments that  they  would  not  receive 
the  assent  of  a  single  state.  (Aur- 
maire  Soc.  Int.  Law;  1877,0.  159.) 
Nearly  thirty  years  later  the  three 
rules  were  made  a  part  of  the  con- 
ventional Law  of  Nations,  being  in- 
corporated as  Articles  V,  VIII,  and 
IX  of  the  *'  Treaty  Concerning  the 
Rights  and  Duties  of  Neutrals  in 
Maritime  Warfare,"  by  the  Second 
Peace  Conference  at  Tne  Hague,  on 
October  19,  1907  (page  612  post.) 


THE  ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


Right  of  Asylum 

A  state  in  becoming  a  neutral  cannot  divest  itself  of  its 
duties  to  other  states  and  to  their  individual  subjects  which 
are  incumbent  upon  it  in  time  of  peace.  These  continue 
in  force,  but  certain  precautions  incident  to,  and  made 
necessary  by  the  fact  of  war  must  be  observed  in  their  per- 
formance. 

Asylum  to  Troops.  A  neutral  is  obliged  to  grant  an 
asylum  to  individuals  of  the  enemy  who  oome  into  its  ter- 
ritorial limits  to  escape  pursuit  or  to  find  protection  from 
acts  of  hostility.  They  become  subject  to  neutral  jims- 
diction  so  soon  as  they  enter  its  territory.  If  fleeii^  from 
an  enemy,  they  are  disarmed,  and,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
neutral  government,  may  be  removed  to  points  in  the  in- 
terior, and  may  there  be  subjected  to  such  measures  erf 
police  supervision  or  positive  restraint  as  it  may  deem 
necessary  to  secure  respect  for  its  neutrality.  If  in  large 
numbers  and  without  means  of  support,  these  fugitives  are 
made  the  subject  of  treaty  arrangements  and  are  usually 
supported  at  the  expense  of  their  own  government.*  The 
French  troops  who  fled  to  Belgium  after  the  battle  of 
Sedan  were  disarmed  and  conveyed  to  a  poiat  at  some 
distance  from  the  frontier,  and  the  expense  of  their  main- 
tenance was  ultimately  drfrayed  by  the  French  Govern- 
ment. 
Asylum  to  Public  and  Private  Armed  Vessels.    A  similar 

in  the  case  of  public  and  private 

nerchant  ships  belonging  to  either 
seek  refuge  in  aneutral  port  from 

from  a  superior  force  of  the  enetuy. 

leutral  government  is  extended  to 

S86;  aSs;  Vattcl.  Kv..  iji.  chap.  vii.    S 

173-  133;  HeSter.   g  149;  li   Halleck. 

57.  58  pp.  183.  iS^:  IV  Calvo,  88  a668- 

Qrto-  3684.   See,  also.  Appendix  F,  Con- 

i  183-  vention  No.  5. 
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them  so  soon  as  they  come  within  its  territorial  waters; 
and  it  may  resist,  by  force  if  need  be,  any  hostile  attempts 
that  are  directed  against  them  while  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion.^ As  the  favor  is  that  of  asylum  only,  the  asylum 
may  terminate  at  the  will  of  the  neutral.  When  vessels 
of  two  belligerents  are  found  in  a  neutral  port  at  the  same 
time,  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  neutral  to  establish  such 
regulations  in  regard  to  their  conduct  and  departure  as 
will  make  it  impossible  for  an  engagement  to  take  place 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  port.  This  object  is  usual- 
ly attained  by  the  enforcement  of  the  twenty-four-hour 
rule,  by  which,  when  one  belligerent  vessel  departs,  the 
other  is  forbidden  to  sail  within  twenty-four  hours.  This 
rule  has  been  so  frequently  and  generally  applied  in  recent 
times  as  to  have  received  the  universal  sanction  of  nations.' 


' "  Belligerent  ships-of-war,  pri- 
vateers, and  the  prizes  of  either, 
are  entitled,  on  the  score  of  hu- 
manity, to  temporary  refuse  in 
neutral  waters  from  casualties  of 
the  sea  and  land." — The  President 
and  Prize,  VII  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p. 
122  (Gushing,  1855).  * '  By  the  law 
of  nations  belligerent  ships-of-war, 
with  their  prizes,  enjoy  asylum  in 
neutral  ports  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  supplies  or  undergoing 
repairs,  according  to  the  discretion 
of  the  neutral  sovereign,  who  may 
refuse  the  asylum  absolutely,  or 
grant  it  under  such  conditions  of 
duration,  place,  and  other  circum- 
stances as  he  shall  see  fit;  pro- 
vided that  he  must  be  strictly  im- 
partial in  this  respect  towards 
all  the  belligerent  powers." — Ibid. 
"  Where  the  neutral  state  has  not 
signified  its  determination  to  re- 
fuse the  privilege  of  asylum  to  bel- 
ligerent ships-of-war,  privateers, 
or  their  prizes,  either  belligerent 
has  a  right  to  assume  its  existence, 
and  enter  upon  its  enjoyment,  sub- 
ject to  such  regulations  and  lim- 
itations as  the  neutral  state  may 
please  to  prescribe  for  its  own  se- 


curity."—Ibid.  "  The  United  Sutes 
have  not  by  treaty  with  any 
of  the  present  belligerents  bound 
themselves  to  accord  asylum  to 
either;  but  neither  have  the  United 
States  ^ven  notice  that  they  will 
not  do  it;  and,  of  course,  our  ports 
are  open  for  lawful  purposes  to 
the  snips-of-war  of  either  Great 
Britain,  Prance,  Russia,  Turkey, 
or  Sardinia."— Ibid.  II  Twiss.  tg 
219-222;  Risley,  pp.  175,  176: 
Dana's  Wheaton,  |  429-434;  III 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  394;  VII  Opin. 
Att.-Gen.  p.  122;  Hall,  §  231; 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §§  434-4346: 
Creasy,  po.  584-586;  Woolsey,  g 
167;  II  Halleck,  p.  182;  II  Cfrto- 
lan,  pp.  286-289. 

^  II  Ortolan,  pp.  291-208;  HaU. 
pp.  6^1-633:  Bluntschli,  8770 
bis;  II  Halleck,  p.  152;  Risley, 
pp.  206  -  208.  **  So  long  ago  as 
1759  Spain  laid  down  the  rule 
that  the  first  of  two  vessels  of  war 
belonging  to  different  belligerents 
to  leave  one  of  her  ports  should 
only  be  followed  by  the  other  after 
an  interval  of  twenty-four  hours." 
— Ortolan,  Dip.  de  ut  Mer,  p.  257. 
"In  1778  the  Grand  Duke  of  Tus- 
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Right  op  Asylum 

A  state  in  becoming  a  neutral  cannot  divest  itself  of  its 
duties  to  other  states  and  to  their  individual  subjects  which 
are  incumbent  upon  it  in  time  of  peace.  These  continue 
in  force,  but  certain  precautions  incident  to,  and  made 
necessary  by  the  fact  of  war  must  be  observed  in  their  per- 
formance. 

Asylum  to  Troops,  A  neutral  is  obliged  to  grant  an 
asylum  to  individuals  of  the  enemy  who  come  into  its  ter- 
ritorial limits  to  escape  pursuit  or  to  find  protection  from 
acts  of  hostility.  They  become  subject  to  neutral  juris- 
diction so  soon  as  they  enter  its  territory.  If  fleeing  from 
an  enemy,  they  are  disarmed,  and,  at  the  discretion  of  the 
neutral  government,  may  be  removed  to  points  in  the  in- 
terior, and  may  there  be  subjected  to  such  measures  of 
police  supervision  or  positive  restraint  as  it  niay  deem 
necessary  to  secure  respect  for  its  neutrality.  If  in  large 
numbers  and  without  means  of  support,  these  fugitives  are 
made  the  subject  of  treaty  arrangements  and  are  usually 
supported  at  the  expense  of  their  own  government.^  The 
French  troops  who  fled  to  Belgium  after  the  battle  of 
Sedan  were  disarmed  and  conveyed  to  a  point  at  some 
distance  from  the  frontier,  and  the  expense  of  their  main- 
tenance was  ultimately  defrayed  by  the  French  Govern- 
ment. 

Asylum  to  Public  and  Private  Armed  Vessels,  A  similar 
right  of  asylum  exists  in  the  case  of  public  and  private 
armed  vessels,  and  to'  merchant  ships  belonging  to  either 
belligerent.  They  may  seek  refuge  in  a  neutral  port  from 
the  perils  of  the  sea  or  from  a  superior  force  of  the  enemy. 
The  protection  of  the  neutral  government  is  extended  to 

*  Hall,  §  230;   Crefisy,  pp.  5S6;  285;  Vattel,  liv..iii.  chap.  vii.  .| 
Woolsey,/§  167;  Risle)r,  pp.  173-  133;   Hcfttef,   §   r.49;  II  Halleck, 
175;  Snow,  p.  120;  Articles  57.  58  pp.  183,  184;  IV  Calvo,  §|  2668- 
;  Conference  of  The  Haeue;  II  Orto-  2684.   See,  also,  Appendix  P,  Con- 
Ian,  pp.  ^83-286;  Kluoer,  §§  283-  vention  No.  5. 
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them  so  soon  as  they  come  within  its  territorial  waters; 
and  it  may  resist,  by  force  if  need  be,  any  hostile  attempts 
that  are  directed  against  them  while  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion.* As  the  favor  is  that  of  asylum  only,  the  asylum 
may  terminate  at  the  will  of  the  neutral.  When  vessels 
of  two  belligerents  are  foxmd  in  a  neutral  port  at  the  same 
time,  it  is  within  the  power  of  the  neutral  to  establish  such 
regulations  in  regard  to  their  conduct  and  departure  as 
will  make  it  impossible  for  an  engagement  to  take  place 
in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  port.  This  object  is  usual- 
ly attained  by  the  enforcement  of  the  twenty-four-hour 
rule,  by  which,  when  one  belligerent  vessel  departs,  the 
other  is  forbidden  to  sail  within  twenty-four  hours.  This 
rule  has  been  so  frequently  and  generally  applied  in  recent 
times  as  to  have  received  the  universal  sanction  of  nations.' 


' "  Belligerent  ships-of-war,  pri- 
vateers, and  the  prizes  of  either, 
are  entitled,  on  the  score  of  hu- 
manity, to  temporary  refuse  in 
neutral  waters  from  casualties  of 
the  sea  and  land." — The  President 
and  Prize,  VII  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p. 
132  (Gushing,  1855).  *'By  the  law 
of  nations  belligerent  ships-of-war, 
with  their  prizes,  enjoy  asylum  in 
neutral  ports  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  supplies  or  undergoing 
repairs,  according  to  the  discretion 
of  the  neutral  sovereign,  who  may 
refuse  the  asylum  absolutely,  or 
grant  it  under  such  conditions  of 
duration,  place,  and  other  circum- 
stances as  he  shall  see  fit;  pro- 
vided that  he  must  be  strictly  im- 
partial in  this  respect  towards 
all  the  belligerent  powers." — Ibid. 
"Where  the  neutral  state  has  not 
signified  its  determination  to  re- 
fuse the  privilege  of  asylum  to  bel- 
ligerent ships-of-war,  privateers, 
or  their  prizes,  either  belligerent 
has  a  right  to  assume  its  existence, 
and  enter  upon  its  enjoyment,  sub- 
ject to  such  regulations  and  lim- 
itations as  the  neutral  state  may 
please  to  prescribe  for  its  own  se- 


curity."—Ibid.  "  The  United  States 
have  not  by  treaty  with  any 
of  the  present  belligerents  bound 
themselves  to  accord  asylum  to 
either;  but  neither  have  the  United 
States  ^ven  notice  that  they  will 
not  do  it;  and,  of  course,  our  ports 
are  open  for  lawful  purposes  to 
the  ships-of-war  of  either  Great 
Britain,  Prance,  Russia,  Turkey, 
or  Sardinia."— Ibid.    II  Twiss,  tg 


Att.-Gen.  p.  laa;  Hall,  9  331; 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  §g  434-4346; 
Creasy,  po.  584-586;  Woolsey,  | 
167;  II  Halleck,  p.  182;  II  Cfrto- 
lan,  pp.  286-289. 


pp.  206  -  208.  "So  long  ago  as 
1759  Spain  laid  down  the  rule 
that  the  first  of  two  vessels  of  war 
belonging  to  different  belligerents 
to  leave  one  of  her  ports  should 
only  be  followed  by  the  other  after 
an  interval  of  twenty-four  hours." 
— Ortolan,  Dip.  de  ut  Mer,  p.  257. 
"In  1778  the  urand  Duke  of  Tus- 
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This  important  question  was  the  subject  of  serious  study 
and  investigation  by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at  The 
Hague  in  1907,  and,  as  a  result,  the  following  stipulations 
were  embodied  in  the  Convention  governing  maritime 
neutrality : 

i  '  *  In  the  absence  of  special  provisions  to  the  contrary  in 
the  legislation  of  a  neutral  power,  belligerent  war-ships  are 
not  permitted  to  remain  in  the  ports,  roadsteads,  or  ter- 
ritorial waters  of  the  said  power  for  more  than  twenty- 
four  hours,  except  in  the  cases  covered  by  the  present 
convention. 

*  *  If  a  power  which  has  been  informed  of  the  outbreak  of 
hostilities  learns  that  a  belligerent  war-ship  is  in  one  of 
its  ports  or  roadsteads,  or  in  its  territorial  waters,  it  must 
notify  the  said  ship  to  depart  within  twenty-four  hours 
or  within  the  time  prescribed  by  local  regulations. 

'  "A  belligerent  war-ship  may  not  prolong  its  stay  in  a 
neutral  port  beyond  the  permissible  time  except  on  ac- 
coimt  of  damage  or  stress  of  weather.  It  must  depart  as 
soon  as  the  cause  of  the  delay  is  at  an  end. 

"The  regulations  as  to  the  question  of  the  length  of  time 
which  these  vessels  may  remain  in  neutral  ports,  road- 


cany  forbade  both  ships-of-war 
and  privateers  to  go  out  for  twenty 
four  hours  after  a  ship,  whether 
enemy  or  neutral  (di  qualsivogUa 
bandiera).*' — De  Martens,  Rec.  vol. 
iii.  p.  25.  "The  Genoese  rule  was 
the  same;  Venice  was  contented 
with  the  promises  of  the  departing 
commander  that  he  would  not 
molest  an  enemy  or  neutral  for 
twentv-four  hours,  but  she  re- 
tained privateers  for  that  time  in 
port."— Ibid.  p.  8.  "The  Aus- 
trian proclamation  of  neutrality  of 
1803  ordered  vessels  not  to  hover 
outside  of  the  Austrian  ports,  nor 
to  follow  their  enemies  out  of 
them;  it  also  imposed  the  twenty- 
four-hour  rule  on  privateers,  and, 
in  the  case  of  ships-of-war,  re- 
quired the  word  of  the  captain 


that  he  would  not  commit  hos- 
tilities."—Hall,  p.  631,  note.  The 
efficacy  of  what  is  called  the 
"twenty-four-hour  rule"  consists 
largely  in  the  facility  and  certain- 
ty with  which  it  can  be  enforced. 
The  neutral  state  does  not  under- 
take to  say  which  one  of  two  bel- 
ligerent vessels  of  war  shall  first 
leave  the  neutral  port.  The  in- 
stant, however,  that  one  of  them 
takes  its  departure  the  rule  be-  . 
comes  operative  upon  the  other, 
which  is  forbidden  to  leave  port 
until  twenty- four  hours  shall  have 
elapsed  after  the  departure  of  its 
predecessor.  See,  also.  I  Pistoye 
et  Duverdy,  p.  108;  Bernard,  Neu- 
trality of  Great  Britain,  p.  273; 
Bluntschli,  j  777  bis. 
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steads,  or  waters  do  not  apply  to  war-ships  devoted  ex- 
clusively to  religious,  scientific,  or  philanthropic  purposes. 

*  *  In  the  absence  of  special  provisions  to  the  contrary  in 
the  legislation  of  a  neutral  power,  the  maximum  number 
of  war-ships  belonging  to  a  belligerent  which  may  be  in 
one  of  the  ports  or  roadsteads  of  that  power  simultaneous- 
ly shall  be  three. 

"When  war-ships  belonging  to  both  belligerents  are 
present  simultaneously  in  a  neutral  port  or  roadstead,  a 
period  of  not  less  than  twenty-four  hours  must  elapse  be- 
tween the  departure  of  the  ship  belonging  to  one  belliger- 
ent and  the  departure  of  the  ship  belonging  to  the  other. 

**The  order  of  departure  is  determined  by  the  order  of 
arrival,  unless  the  ship  which  arrived  first  is  so  circum- 
stanced that  an  extension  of  its  stay  is  permissible. 

**A  belligerent  war-ship  may  not  leave  a  neutral  port 
or  roadstead  until  twenty-four  hours  after  the  departure 
of  a  merchant  ship  flying  the  flag  of  its  adversary."  * 

Neutral  Rights 

Nature  and  Character*  The  law  of  nations  not  only 
imposes  certain  duties  upon  neutral  states  in  time  of  war 
— it  also  clothes  them  with  certain  rights  and  immunities 
which  the  belligerents  are  bound  to  respect  in  the  conduct 
of  their  military  and  naval  operations.  These  so-called 
neutral  rights,  however,  do  not  differ  in  any  respect  from 
the  rights  which  are  universally  recognized  as  belonging 
to  every  state  in  the  civilized  world  in  virtue  of  its  sover- 
eignty and  independence;  and  a  neutral  state,  as  such, 
receives  no  addition  to  its  sovereign  rights,  either  in  number 
or  extent,  at  the  outbreak  of  war.  It  is  at  peace  with  both 
belligerents,  and  they  have  no  greater  right  to  commit  acts 
of  hostility  within  its  jurisdiction  in  time  of  war  than  in 
time  of  peace.  The  neutral,  therefore,  may  not  only  in- 
sist upon  a  complete  immunity  from  such  acts  of  bellig- 

'  For  text  of  treaty,  sec  Appendix  P,  Convention  No.  13. 
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erency,  but  may  use  force  to  compel  respect  to  its  sover- 
eignty within  the  sphere  of  its  exclusive  jurisdiction,  and 
to  resist  acts  of  aggression  originatitig  with  either  bellig- 
erent, and  directed  against  the  neutral  state,  or  against  the 
other  belligerent,  in  neutral  territory. 

Immunity  of  Neutral  Waters  from  Acts  of  Belligerency,  A 
neutral  state  may,  therefore,  insist  upon  an  entire  immuni- 
ty from  acts  of  belligerency  within  its  territorial  waters.  A 
public  vessel,  by  sailing  through  the  coast  sea  of  a  neutral 
state,  in  no  way  violates  its  neutrality.  This  is  especially 
,  true  when  the  act  is  done  in  the  simple  prosecution  of  a 
voyage,  and  when  not  in  pursuit  of  the  enemy.  It  has 
been  seen  that  a  belligerent  vessel,  either  public  or  private, 
is  entitled  to  an  asylum  in  the  port  of  a  neutral  from  dan- 
ger of  capture  by  an  enemy  as  well  as  from  the  perils  of  the 
sea.  An  armed  vessel,  therefore,  which  pursues  an  enemy 
into  neutral  waters,  or  effects  ^  captiu^  there,  has  violated 
the  sovereignty  of  the  neutral  state.  It  may  be  forci- 
bly compelled  to  desist  from  the  pursuit,  and  all  captures 
made  by  it  in  neutral  jurisdiction  are  illegal,  and  must  be 
restored.  The  sovereignty  of  the  neutral  state  has  been 
invaded,  and  it  may  resort  to  such  measures  of  prevention 
or  redress  as  it  may  deem  best  suited  to  the  emergency  of 
the  case.* 


' "  A  capture  made  within  the 
neutral  territory  is,  as  between  the 
belligerents,  rightful;  and  its  valid- 
ity can  only  be  questioned  by  the 
neutral  state."  —  The  Anne,  3 
Whcaton,  435.  "If  the  captured 
vessel  commence  hostilities  upon 
the  captor,  she  forfeits  the  neutral 
protection,  and  the  capture  is  not 
an  injury  for  which  redress  can  be 
sought  from  the  neutral  sover- 
eign."— Ibid.  "The  question  of 
prize  or  no  prize  belongs  exclusive- 
ly to  the  courts  of  the  captor,  and 
in  no  case  does  a  neutral  assume 
the  right  of  deciding  it.  But 
offences  may  be  committed  by  a 
belligerent  against  a  neutral,   in 


his  militar^r  operations,  which  it 
would  be  inconsistent  with  the 
neutral  character  lo  permit,  and 
which  give  to  the  other  belliger- 
ent, the  party  injured  by  those 
operations,  claims  upon  the  neu- 
tral which  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
disregard.  In  such  a  situation 
the  neutral  has  a  double  duty  to 
perform:  he  must  vindicate  his 
own  rights  and  afford  redress  to 
the  party  injured  by  their  viola- 
tion. If  the  wrong-doer  comes 
completely  within  the  power  of 
the  neutral,  the  practice  of  this 
government  is  to  restore  the  thing 
wrongfully  taken." — The  Santis- 
sima  Trinidad,  i  Brockenbrough. 
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Capttires  made  in  neutral  waters  are  restored,  or  in- 
demnified, even  after  they  have  been  condemned  by  a 
prize-cotirt,  since  such  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  over 
prizes  except  such  as  have  been  made  on  the  high  seas 
or  within  the  territorial  waters  of  a  belligerent.  **It 
belongs,  however,  exclusively  to  the  neutral  government 
to  raise  objection  to  a  title  founded  upon  a  capture 
made  within  neutral  territory.  So  far  as  the  adverse 
belligerent  is  concerned,  he  has  no  right  to  complain 
if  the  case  be  tried  before  a  competent  court.*  The  gov- 
ernment of  the  owner  of  the  captured  property  may, 
indeed,  call  the  neutral  to  account  for  permitting  a 
fraudulent,  unworthy,  or  tmnecessary  violation  of  its 
jurisdiction,  and  such  permission  may,  according  to 
the  circumstances,  convert  the  neutral  into  a  belliger- 
ent.'"? 

Demand  for  Restitution,  by  Whom  Made,  **  Though 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  captor's  country  to  make  resti- 
tution of  the  property  thus  captured  within  the  ter- 
ritorial jurisdiction  of  the  neutral's  state,  yet  it  is 
the    technical   rule   of   the   prize-courts    to   restore   to 


478.  **  If  a  ship  or  cargo  is  enemy 
property,  or  if  either  t«  otherwise 
liable  to  condemnation,  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  vessel,  at  the 
time  of  the  capture,  was  in  neutral 
waters  would  not,  by  itself,  avail 
the  claimants  in  a  pnze-court.  It 
might  constitute  a  ground  of  claim 
by  the  neutral  power,  whose  terri- 
tories had  suffered  trespass,  for 
apology  or  indemnity.  But  neither 
an  enemy,  nor  a  neutral  acting  the 
part  of  an  enemy,  can  demand  res- 
titution of  captured  property  on 
the  sole  ground  of  capture  in  neu- 
tral waters."— The  Sir  William 
Peel,  s  Wallace,  07;  the  Adela,  6 
Wallace,  266.  "In  cases  of  viola- 
tion of  our  neutrality  by  any  of 
the  belligerents,  if  the  prize  come^ 
voluntarily   within    our    territory 


it  is  restored  to  the  original  own- 
ers by  the  courts." — La  Amistad 
de  Rues,  5  Wheaton,  385.  "But 
their  jurisdiction  for  this  purpose, 
under  the  law  of  nations,  extends 
only  to  restitution  of  the  specific 
property,  with  costs  and  expenses 
during  the  pendency  of  the  suit, 
and  does  not  extend  to  the  in- 
fliction of  vindictive  damages  or 
compensation  for  plunderage,  as 
in  ordinary  cases  of  marine  torts." 
Ibid. 

*  III  Phillimore,  p.  287;  the 
ArrogarUe  Barcelones,  7  Wheaton, 
496;  La  Amistad,  5  Ibid.  390; 
Dana's  Wheaton,   §  428;  Hall,   § 

227. 

'ill  Phillimore,  p.  287;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  §  431;  Hall,  §227, 
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the  individual  claimant,  in  such  a  case,  only  when  on 
the  application  of  the  neutral  government  whose  terri- 
tory has  been  thus  violated.  This  rule  is  founded  on 
the  principle  that  the  neutral  state  alone  has  been  in- 
jured by  the  capture,  and  that  the  hostile  claimant  has 
no  right  to  appear  for  the  purpose  of  suggesting  the 
invalidity  of  the  capture."  * 
This  subject  is  illustrated  by  the  following  cases: 
Case  of  the  *' Chesapeake,''  The  Chesapeake  was  one  of 
a  line  of  passenger  steamers  plying  between  the  ports  of 
New  York  and  Portland,  Maine.  In  1863,  while  on  her 
way  between  those  points,  she  was  forcibly  seized  by  a 
number  of  her  passengers,  who  claimed  to  be  in  the  naval 
service  of  the  Confederate  States.  In  effecting  the  seizure 
several  of  the  crew  were  killed  and  wounded,  and  the  rest 
were  set  on  shore.  The  vessel  was  navigated  for  a  short 
time  by  its  captors,  but  was  finally  abandoned  by  them,  in 
an  unfrequented  bay  on  the  coast  of  Nova  Scotia.  She 
was  afterwards  found  and  seized,  in  British  territorial 
waters,  by  a  public  armed  vessel  6i  the  United  States.  The 
act  was  complained  of  by  the  British  Government  as  a 
violation  of  its  neutrality,  and  a  demand  was  made  that 
the  vessel  be  surrendered  and  the  prisoners  restored  to 
British  soil.  The  demand  was  acceded  tt  by  the  United 
States,  who  disclaimed  any  intention  of  exercising  any 
authority  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  Great 
Britain.  The  government  of  the  United  States,  in  com- 
plying with  the  demand  for  the  surrender  of  the  property 
and  persons,  proposed  that  those  Vho  had  been  concerned 
in  the  forcible  seizure  of  the  vessel  should  be  surrendered, 
with  a  view  to  their  prosecution  for  the  crime  of  piracy. 


*  Boyd's   Wheaton,    §  430;   the  Rob.  Rep.  373;  Snow's  Cases,  Int. 

Anne^  3   Wheaton,  p.  435;  Man-  Law,  p.  393;  Heffter,  §|  146-150; 

ninj[,  pp.  465-467;  Hall,  §  227;  II  the    General    Armstrong,    Snow's 

Twiss,   pp.    442,    443;    Snow,   pp.  Cases,  p.  396;  the  Perle,  I  Pistoye 

1 10-123;    Risley,    pp.    172.    173;  et  DUverdfy,  100;  Snow's  Cases,  p. 

Walker,  .Manual,  p.   133;  H  Hal-  398.     See,  also.  Appendix  F,  Cpn- 

leck,  pp,  204,  2o§;  th«  Anne,  5  C.  vcntion  Nq.  13. 
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The  British  Government  declined  to  consider  this  proposi- 
tion until  the  captured  persons  had  been  returned  to  its 
territorial  jurisdiction.  The  ship  was  afterwards  restored 
to  its  Owners.^ 

Case  of  the  ''Florida''  In  1864  the  Confederate  war- 
Bteamer  Florida  entered  the  port  of  Bahia,  Brazil,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  coal  and  provisions,  and  of  effecting 
some  necessary  repairs.  While  thus  engaged,  the  Wachu- 
sett,  a  public  armed  vessel  of  the  United  States,  entered 
the  same  port.  The  Brazilian  Government,  fearing  a 
conflict,  took  such  precautions  as  it  deemed  proper  to  pre- 
vent its  occurrence,  and,  in  accordance  with  its  port  regu- 
lations, assigned  an  anchoring-ground  to  each  of  the  bellig- 
erent vessels.  The  commander  of  the  Wachiisett,  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  absence,  at  night,  of  a  number  of  the  officers 
and  crew  of  the  Florida,  sent  a  boat's  crew  to  attach  a  cable 
to  the  Confederate  steamer,  towed  her  out  of  the  harbor, 
and  conveyed  her  as  a  prize  to  the  United  States.  This 
flagrant  violation  of  neutral  rights  was  at  once  complained 
of  by  the  Brazilian  Government,  and  the  act  was  promptly 
disavowed  by  the  United  States.  An  apology  was  offered, 
and  reparation  made  by  saluting  the  Brazilian  flag  in  the 
port  of  Bahia.  The  crew  of  the  Florida  were  restored  to 
Brazilian  jurisdiction.  The  captured  vessel  foundered  in 
Hampton  Roads,  under  circumstances  which  were  satis- 
factorily explained  to  the  Brazilian  Government.*  **The 
restitution  of  the  ship  having  thus  become  impossible,  the 
President  expressed  his  regret  that  the  sovereignty  of 
Brazil  had  been  violated,  dismissed  the  consul  at  Bahia, 
who  had  advised  the  offence,  and  sent  the  commander  of 
the  Wachusett  before  a  court-martial."  • 


^  I  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  27;  Dana's  526,  note  209.     See,  also,   Secre- 

Wheaton,  §  430,  note  207;  IV  Cal-  tary  Seward's  letter  of  explana- 

vo,   §  2659.  tion,    Foreign    Relations    of    the 

'  Seward  to  Da  Silva,  December  U.  S.  1863,  1864. 

26,  1864.  Ill  Dig.  Int.  Law,  |§  27,  '  Bernard,  Neutrality  of  Great 

J99;    Boyd's    Wheaton,    p.    499;  Britain,  etc.  p.  433. 
Hall,   p.  624;  Dana's  Wheaton,  p. 
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Immunity  op  Neutral  Territory 

Neutral  Territory.  As  hostilities  in  time  of  war  can  law- 
fully take  place  only  in  the  territory  of  either  belligerent  or 
on  the  high  seas,  it  follows  that  neutral  territory,  as  such,  is 
entitled  to  an  entire  immunity  from  acts  of  hostility;  it 
cannot  be  entered  by  armed  bodies  of  belligerents,  because 
such  an  entry  would  constitute  an  invasion  of  the  territory, 
and  therefore  of  the  sovereignty,  of  the  neutral;  nor,  for 
the  same  reason,  can  a  public  armed  vessel  of  either  bellig- 
erait  enter  the  territorial  waters  of  a  neutral  with  intent  ^ 
to  do  an  act  of  hostility.  The  territory  and  territorial 
waters  of  a  neutral  state  are,  therefore,  sacred  from  bellig- 
er^nt  intrusion,  save  with  the  consent  of  the  neutral  gov- 
ernment.* Such  consent  may  be  granted,  or  denied,  to  \ 
both  belligerents;  but,  according  to  the  present  rule,  can- 
not be  granted  to  either  to  the  exclusion  of  the  other.  L 

Asylum  to  Troops.  Tro(q>s  fleeing  from  an  enemy  may 
seek  an  asylimi  in  neutral  territory.  They  must  release 
theit  prisoners,  however,  give  up  all  booty  and  captured 
property,  and  surrender  their  arms  during  the  period  of 
their  sojourn  upon  neutral  soil.  The  enemy  must  cease 
his  pursuit  at  liie  neutral  boundary.  Should  he  continue 
it  farther,  his  act  is  one  of  invasion,  and  would  be  properly 
regarded  as  an  act  of  hostility  by  the  neutral  state  whose 
sovereignty  is  offended.  Should  either  belligerent  imder- 
take  to  perform  acts,  within  the  territory  of  a  friendly  state, 
which  are  inconsistent  with  the  neutrality  of  that  state,  the 
neutral  may  not  only  cause  such  acts  to  be  immediately 
desisted  from,  but  may  punish  the  agents  of  the  belliger- 
ent, if  their  acts  are  in  violation  of  its  mimicipal  laws,  or 
may  forcibly  eject  them  from  its  territory.' 

^  III  Phillimore,  p.  385;  II  Hal-  vo,  §§  2654-2667;  Heffter,  |  149; 

leek,  p.   177;  Dana's  Wheaton,   §  Kluber,  §  385;  Bluntschli,  11784- 

426;  Risley,  pp.  172.  173;  Hall,  §g  786. 

227.  228;  II  Twiss,  §  217;  IV  Cal-  » II  Halleck,  p.   177;  II  Twiss, 
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The  rules  of  The  Hague  Convention  of  October  18,  1907, 
in  respect  to  hostilities  in  neutral  territory  are  extremely 
clear  and  comprehensive,  and  provide  that — 

I.  "The  territory  of  neutral  powers  is  inviolable. 

II.  ''Belligerents  are  forbidden  to  move  troops,  or  con- 
voys of  either  munitions  of  war  or  supplies  across  the 
territory  of  a  neutral  power. 

III.  ** Belligerents  are  likewise  forbidden: 

(a.)  To  erect  on  the   territory  of  a.  neutral  power  a 

wireless  telegraphy  station  or  other  apparatus  for 

the   purpose    of    communicating   wit]i    belligerent 

forces  on  land  or  sea; 

(b.)  To  use  any  installation  of  this  kind  establishe4  by 

them  before  the  war  on  the  territory  of  a  neutral 

power  for  purely  military  purposes,  and  whicji  has 

not  been  opened  for  the  service  of  public  n^essages. 

V.  **It  is  not  called  upon  to  punish  acts  in  violation  of 

its  neutrality  unless  the  s^id  acts  have  been  committed 

on  its  own  territory. 

yi.  "The  responsibility  of  a  neutral  power  is  not  en- 
gage4  by  the  fact  that  persons  separately  cross  its  frontier 
to  offer  their  services  to  one  of  the  belligerents. 

VIII.  "A  neutral  power  is  not  called  upon  to  forbid  or 
restrict  the  use  on  behalf  of  the  belligerents  of  telegraph  or 
telephone  cables  or  of  wireless  telegraphy  apparatus  be- 
longing to  it,  or  to  companies  or  private  individuals. 

IX.  "Every  measure  of  restriction  or  prohibition  taken 
by  a  neutral  power  in  regard  to  the  piatters  referred  to  in 
Articles  VII.  and  VEII.  must  be  impartially  applied  by  it 
to  both  bellig[erents. 

"A  neutral  power  must  see  to  the  same  obligation  being 
observed  by  companies  or  private  individuals  owning  tele- 
graph or  telepjione  cables  oir  wireless  telegraphy  apparatus. 

X.  "The  fact  of  a  neutral  power  resisting,  even  by  force, 


pp.  440-444;  III  PhiUimore,  p.  u^l,  II  59,  6p;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
1185;  Hautefeuille,  tit.  iv.  chap,  t.;  |i  4^6,  497;  Snpw,  pp.  119-121; 
Risley,  pp.  172,  173;  Walker,  Man-      IV  Calvo,  |{  2644-2652. 
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attempts  to  violate  its  neutrality  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
hostile  act.*'* 

Entrance  of  War-ships  to  Neutral  Ports.  The  right  of  a 
public  armed  vessel  of  a  belligerent  to  enter  a  neutral  port, 
when  not  in  distress,  is  usually  conceded,  and  is  presumed, 
unless  notice  to  the  contrary  is  formally  given  by  the  neu- 
tral government.  They  may  be  forbidden  to  enter  certain 
ports,  or  to  enter  neutral  territory  at  all  except  in  distress, 
but  the  rule  must  bear  equally  upon  both  belligerents.'  Pri- 
vateers may  be  denied  entrance  to  neutral  ports,  especially 
if  the  neutral  government  is  a  party  to  the  Declaration 
of  Paris.  The  bringing-in  of  prizes  is  still  authorized  by 
existing  treaties,  though  the  present  tendency  is  to  restrict 
the  right  within  the  narrowest  limits,  if  not  to  deny  it 
altogether.'  The  condemnation  or  sale  of  such  prizes  by  a 
neutral  prize-court,  or  by  a  belligerent  prize-court  sitting 
in  neutral  territory,  is  no  longer  permitted. 

A  belligerent  war-ship  which  has  been  permitted  to  enter 
a  neutral  port  may  procure  there  such  supplies,  not  con- 
traband of  war,  as  may  be  permitted  by  the  neutral  gov- 
ernment. The  supply  of  coal  is  now  made  the  subject  of 
special  regulation,  and  only  a  limited  amount  is  allowed 
to  be  taken  in.* 

The  present  tendency  of  the  rules  of  international  law  is 


*  Treaty  of  October   18,    1507; 
r  text,  see   / 
vention  No.  k. 


for  text,  see   Appendix   P,   Con- 


MI  Halleck,  p.  183;  Dana's 
Whcaton.  §  434;  VII  Opin.  Att.- 
Gen.  p.  12a;  Hall,  |§  330,  231;  the 
Exchange t  7  Cranch,  116. 

*  II  Twiss,  §  201;  I  Hautefeuille, 


fi.  380;  VII  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  laa; 
V  Calvo,  g§  2676-268^. 
*  Hall,  pp.  607,  608;  11  Halleck, 


p.  181;  Martens,  Pr6cis  du  Droit  de 
Gens,^  312.  During  thb  American 
Civil  War,  the  British  Government 
(on  January  31,  1862)  adopted  the 
rule  that  a  t)elligerent  armed  ves- 
sel was  to  be  permitted  to  receive, 
at  any  Britisn  port,  a  supply  of 


coal  sufficient  to  enable  her  to 
reach  a  port  of  her  own  country, 
or  a  nearer  destination.  A  second 
supply  was  not  to  be  eiven  within 
three  months  save  with  the  express 

girmission  of  the  government.— 
arl  Russell  to  Admiralty  Com- 
missioners, January  31,  1862,  State 
Papers,  187 1,  Ixxi.  p.  167.  Similar 
instructions  were  issued  by  the 
United  States  Government  during 
the  Franco- Prussian  War. — Presi- 
dent's Proclamation  of  October  8, 
1870, 16  Stats,  at  Large,  113^.  See, 
also,  II  Ortolan,  p.  286;  Bluntschli, 
I  773:  IV  Calvo.  §§  2676-2684; 
Henter,  §  149.  See  also  Appen- 
dix F,  Convention  No.  13,  par.  xix. 
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towards  greater  stringency  in  respect  to  the  articles  of 
supply  which  a  belligerent  vessel  of  war  may  receive  in  a 
neutral  port.  **When  vessels  were  at  the  mercy  of  the 
winds,  it  was  not  possible  to  measure  with  accuracy  the 
supplies  which  might  be  furnished  them,  and,  as  blockades 
were  seldom  continuously  effective,  and  the  nations  which 
carried  on  distant  naval  operations  were  all  provided  with 
colonies,  questions  could  hardly  spring  from  the  use  of 
foreign  possessions  as  a  source  of  supplies.  Under  the  ' 
altered  conditions  of  warfare  matters  are  changed.  When 
supplies  can  be  meted  out  in  accordance  with  the  neces- 
sities of  the  case,  to  permit  more  to  be  obtained  than  can,  • 
in  a  reasonably  liberal  sense  of  the  word,  be  called  neces- 
sary for  reaching  a  place  of  safety  is  to  provide  the  bellig- 
erent with  means  of  aggressive  action ;  and,  consequently, 
to  violate  the  essential  principles  of  neutrality."  * 

This  is  indicated  by  the  provisions  of  the  convention 
in  respect  to  maritime  neutrality,  which  was  adopted  by 
the  Second  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague  of  1907:' 

"In  neutral  ports  and  roadsteads  belligerent  war-ships 
may  only  carry  out  such  repairs  as  are  absolutely  necessary 
to  render  them  seaworthy,  and  may  not  add  in  any  manner 
whatsoever  to  their  fighting  force.  The  local  authorities  of 
the  neutral  power  shall  decide  what  repairs  are  necessary, 
and  these  must  be  carried  out  with  the  least  possible  delay. 

**  Belligerent  war-ships  may  not   make  use  of  neutral  ' 
ports,  roadsteads,  or  territorial  waters  for  replenishing  or 
increasing  their  supplies  of  war  material  or  their  arma- 
ment, or  for  completing  their  crews. 

**  Belligerent  war-ships  may  only  revictual  in  neutral 
ports  or  roadsteads  to  bring  up  their  supplies  to  the  peace 
standard. 

"Similarly  these  vessels  may  only  ship  sufficient  fuel  to 
enable  them  to  reach  the  nearest  port  in  their  own  coun- 


*  Hall,  pp.  607,  608;  II  Ortolan,         *  For_text  of  this  treaty,  see  Ap- 
286;  Bluntschli,  §  773; 
149;  IV  Calvo,  I  2591. 


p.  286;  Bliintsciili,  §  773;  Heffter,     pendix  F,  Convention  No.  13. 
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try.  They  may,  on  the  other  hand,  fill  up  their  bunkers 
built  to  carry  fuel  when  in  neutral  countries  which  have 
adopted  this  method  of  determining  the  amount  of  fuel 
to  be  supplied. 

* '  If,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  neutral  power, 
the  ships  are  not  supplied  with  coal  within  twenty-four 
hours  of  their  arrival,  the  permissible  duration  of  their 
stay  is  extended  by  twenty-four  hours. 

*  *  Belligerent  war-ships  which  have  shipped  fuel  in  a  port 
belonging  to  a  neutral  power  may  not  within  the  succeed- 
ing three  months  replenish  their  supply  in  a  port  of  the 
same  power."  * 

NeutralitV  Laws 

Character  and  Purpose.  Those  municipal  laws  of  a 
state  which  are  intended  to  prevent  violations  of  its  neu- 
trality in  time  of  war  are  called,  in  general,  neutrality  laws. 
The  title  varies  in  different  states,  and  in  many  cases  is 
based  upon  the  particular  violation  of  neutrality  which  was 
first  made  the  subject  of  positive  legislation.' 

Neutral  Obligation  Determined  by  International,  not  Munic- 
ipal,  Law.  It  has  been  seen  that  the  neutral  obligation  of 
a  state  is  determined  by  international,  and  not  by  munici- 
pal^ law.  The  conduct  of  every  state  which  assumes  the 
position  of  a  neutral  in  war  is,  therefore,  measured  by  the 
standard  of  international  law.  If  it  fails  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  neutral  duty,  it  cannot  plead  the  inefficiency  of 
its  municipal  laws  in  extenuation  of  its  offence,  nor  will 
an  exact  and  rigorous  enforcement  of  such  laws  be  regard- 
ed as  a  fulfilment  of  its  obligation  if  their  provisions  are  not 
in  accordance  with  the  international  standard.  The  neu- 
trality laws  of  a  state  may  therefore  be,  in  point  of  effi- 

^  *  For  text  of  treaty,  see  Appen-  servioe  in  other  European  armies, 

dix  F,  Convention  No.  13.  For  this  reason  the  British  neu- 

'  In  England  the  first  legislation  trality    laws    have    received    the 

on  the  subject  was  caused,  in  the  name  of  the  **  Foreign  Enlistment 

time  of  James  I.,  by  the  enlist-  Acts'*;  those  of  the  United  States 

ment  of  recruits  in  England  for  are  known  as  "  Neutrality  Laws." 
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ciency,  less  than,  equal  to,  or  greater  than  the  standard  of 
neutral  obligation  as  determined  by  the  law  of  nations ;  or 
there  may  be  no  such  municipal  laws.  In  all  these  cases 
the  responsibility  of  the  state  is  precisely  the  same.* 

Most  modem  states,  however,  have  covered  this  field  of 
legislation  more  or  less  completely,  either  with  positive 
laws,  defining  rules  of  conduct  for  persons  subject  to  their 
jurisdiction,  and  imposing  suitable  penalties  for  their  vio- 
lation, or  by  geneiBl  laws,  or  constitutional  provisions., 
vesting  discretionary  powers  in  certain  departments  of 
government,  to  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  vio- 
lations of  neutrality  on  the  part  of  individuals.  Viola- 
tions of  neutral  duty  by  a  state,  in  its  corporate  capacity, 
are  questions  of  state  policy  that  are  rarely  made  the  sub- 
ject of  municipal  legislation.  Neutrality  laws,  as  such, 
have  chiefly  to  do  with  the  acts  of  individuals.  They  per- 
mit or  forbid  particular  acts,  and  vest  suitable  powers  of 
enforcement  in  certain  officials  or  departments  of  govern- 
ment. 

English  Neutrality  Laws.  The  first  legislation  in  Eng- 
land on  the  subject,  of  neutrality  \^as  had  in  the  reign  of 
James  I.  The  statute  was  intended  to  regulate,  rather 
than  prohibit,  the  enlistment  of  British  subjects  in  for- 
eign services.'  This  statute  was  twice  amended  during 
the  reign  of  George  II.,  each  time  in  the  direction  of  great- 
er severity.*  The  first  general  l^w  on  the  subject  of  neu- 
trality was  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act  passed  in  1819, 
during  the  regency.*  It  remained  in  force  until  1870,  when 
the  present  act  was  passed.' 

"The  statute  of  1819  was,  with  a  few  unimportant  ex- 

>  II  Twiss,  g  216:  III  PhUUmore,     October.  ig66.  p.  491;  II  Halleck, 
pp.  225.  226;  III  I)ig.  Int.  Law,  g    pp.  305-307;  Iv  Cafyo,  gg  3615- 
402a,  p.  645,  par.  v.;  Fish  to  Mot-     2617. 
Icy,  September  25,  1869;  III  Dig.         *  3  James  I.  chap.  iv. 

•9  George  II.  cl^aj>.  xxx.;   29 


George  II.  chap.  xvii. 
^59  George  III.  chap.  Ixix. 
Wharton,  Crim.  Law,  9th  ed.   g         *  33  and  34  Vict.  chap.  xc. 
1 901;    North    American    Review, 
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ceptions,  never  attempted  to  be  enforced  until  the  period 
of  the  American  Civil  War.  Its  deficiencies  were  then 
fully  discovered,  and  the  escape  of  the  Alabatna,  the  Treaty 
of  Washington  in  187 1,  and  the  Geneva  Arbitration  were 
the  grave  consequences."  * 

The  neutrality  laws  now  in  force  in  the  British  empire 
are  those  contained  in  what  is  known  as  the  Foreign  En- 
Jistment  Act  of  1870.  They  extend  to  all  the  dominions 
of  her  Majesty,  including  the  adjacent  territorial  waters. 
The  act  forbids  British  subjects  to  accept,  or  agree  to  ac- 
cept, a  commission  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  a 
state  at  war  with  any  state  with  which  her  Majesty  is  at 
peace;  to  leave  the  realm  with  intent  to  engage  in  such 
service,  or  to  induce  another  person  to  embark  under  false 
representations  as  to  such  service;  and  imposes  a  penalty 
upon  any  master  of  a  ship  who  knowingly  takes  such  per- 
sons on  board  ship,  with  intent  to  carry  them  to  such 
state.  It  is  also  forbidden  tmder  severe  penalties  of  fine 
and  imprisonment — 

(a.)  **To  build,  or  agree  to  build,  or  to  cause  to  be  built, 
any  ship  with  intent  or  knowledge,  or  having  reasonable 
cause  to  believe,  that  the  same  shall  or  will  be  employed  in 
the  military  or  naval  service  of  any  foreign  state  at  war 
with  any  friendly  state." 

(6.)  **To  issue  or  deliver  any  commission  for  any  ship 
with  intent  or  knowledge,  or  having  reasonable  cause  to 
believe,  that  the  same  shall  or  will  be  employed  in  the 
military  or  naval  service  of  any  foreign  state  at  war  with 
any  friendly  state." 

(c.)  **To  equip  any  ship,  with  intent  or  knowledge,  or 
having  reasonable  cause  to  believe,  that  the  same  shall  or 
will  be  employed  in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  any 
foreign  state  at  war  with  any  friendly  state." 

(rf.)  **To  despatch,  or  cause  or  allow  to  be  despatched, 
any  ship  with  intent  or  knowledge,  or  having  reasonable 
cause  to  believe,  that  the  same  shall  or  will  be  employed 

*  III  Phillimore,  p.  344;  II  Halleck,  pp    205,  206. 
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in  the  military  or  naval  service  of  any  foreign  state  at  war 
with  a  friendly  state." 

When  a  ship  is  built  by  the  order  of  a  foreign  state  at 
war  with  a  friendly  state,  the  presumption  is  that  it  is  in- 
tended for  the  naval  service  of  the  former  state. 

It  is  also  forbidden  to  increase  the  armament,  equip- 
ment, or  force  of  such  ships,  or  to  aid  in  their  construction 
or  equipment,  and  it  is  also  forbidden  to  fit  out,  or  aid  or 
assist  in  fitting  out,  any  expedition  against  the  dominions 
of  a  friendly  state.  The  ships  engaged  in  such  acts  are  to 
be  forfeited,  and  penalties  of  fine  and  imprisonment  are 
to  be  imposed  upon  all  persons  violating  any  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act.* 

The  provisions  of  this  act  are  of  the  most  stringent  char- 
acter, and,  if  rigidly  enforced,  are  calculated  to  prevent 
any  act,  on  the  part  of  any  person  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  Great  Britain,  which  can,  in  the  remotest  degree,  com- 
promise the  neutrality  of  the  British  Grovemment. 

Neutrality  Laws  of  the  United  States,  The  neutrality  laws 
of  the  United  States  are  chiefly  contained  in  the  acts  of  June 
5,  1794,  and  April  20,  1818.  By  these  acts  it  is  declared  a 
misdemeanor  for  any  citizen  of  the  United  States  to  accept 
or  exercise  a  commission  to  serve  a  foreign  state  in  war 
against  any  friendly  state;  or  to  enlist,  or  enter  himself, 
or  hire  or  retain  another  person  to  enlist,  or  to  go  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  to  enlist,  or  with  in- 
tent to  be  enlisted,  into  such  foreign  service ;  or  to  fit  out 
or  arm,  or  to  increase  or  augment  the  force  of  any  armed 
vessel,  with  the  intent  that  such  vessel  shall  be  employed 
in  the  service  of  a  power  at  wstr  with  a  friendly  state ;  or 
to  begin,  set  on  foot,  or  provide  or  prepare  the  means  for, 
any  military  expedition  or  enterprise  against  the  territory 
of  any  foreign  state  with  whom  the  United  States  is  at 
peace.  i 

The  President  is  authorized  to  compel  any  foreign  vessel 
to  depart  which,  by  the  law  of  nations  or  by  treaty,  ought 

•33  and  34  Vict.  chap,  xc;  III  PhiUimore,  pp.   236-34?, 
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not  to  remain  within  the  territorial  waters  of  the  United 
States,  and  is  given  power  to  use  the  public  afmed  force  to 
carry  the  provisions  of  the  act  into  effect,  and  to  enforce 
the  observance  of  the  neutral  duties  required  by  law.* 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  the  neutrality  laws  of  the 
United  States,  though  passed  nearly  seventy  years  ago, 
are  at  the  present  time  fully  in  accordance  with  the  stand- 
ard of  neutral  obligation  as  determined  by  international 
law. 

The  laws  of  both  England  and  the  United  States  are  si- 
lent upon  the  question  of  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  con- 
traband of  war,  within  their  territorial  jurisdiction,  except 
in  the  case  of  building,  arming,  or  equipping  ships,  fitted 
for,  or  adapted  to,  war-like  uses.  Dealing  in  contraband  is 
forbidden  in  England,  by  proclamation,  at  the  outbreak  of 
a  foreign  war.  It  has  never  been  forbidden  in  the  United 
States.  The  policy  of  both  governments  has  been  to  leave 
this  question  to  be  regulated  by  belligerents,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  placed  in  their  hands  for  that  purpose 
by  the  law  of  nations. 

Neutrality  Laws  of  Other  States,  The  provisions  of  the 
French  law  on  the  subject  of  neutrality  are  those  contained 
in  Articles  84  and  85  of  the  Penal  Code.  The  first  of  these 
imposes  a  penalty  of  banishment  for  any  conduct  of  a  sub- 
ject which,  without  the  approval  of  his  government,  ex- 
poses the  state  to  a  declaration  of  war.  If  war  actual- 
ly results,  the  punishment  is  increased  to  transportation. 
The  second  article  punishes  with  banishment  any  acts  of 
a  subject  calculated  to  expose  Frenchmen  to  reprisals. 
The  precise  acts  which  are  so  punishable  are  left  to  judicial 
determination;  and  thus  far  but  three  cases  have  arisen 
in  which  the  laws  were  regarded  as  applicable.  The  re- 
sponsibility of  making  suitable  regulation  on  the  subject 
of  neutrality  rests,  in  France,  upon  the  government,  and 
is  usually  made  the  subject  of  proclamation,  whenever  the 

'  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States,  §§  5 281 -5 291;  II  Halleck, 
pp.  199-204. 
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outbreak  of  war  makes  it  necessary  for  France  to  assume 
an  attitude  of  neutrality.  The  task  of  the  government  in 
this  respect  is  made  easy  of  performance  by  the  fact  that 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the  most  offensive  forms  of 
contraband  of  war,  such  as  powder,  fire-arms,  ammunition, 
and  projectiles,  are  made  the  subject  of  state  regulation. 
It  is,  therefore,  not  difficult  for  the  government,  at  the 
outbreak  of  war,  to  impose  such  additional  restrictions 
upon  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  contraband  articles  as 
will  effectually  prevent  violations  of  its  neutrality.  The 
absence  of  positive  law  on  the  subject  enables  France  to 
adapt  its  neutrality  regulations  to  the  standard  of  inter- 
national law  at  any  particular  epoch — an  advantage  which 
is  shared  by  all  of  the  highly  centralized  governments  on 
the  continent  of  Europe.  The  law  and  practice  of  Belgium, 
Brazil,  Italy,  Holland,  Russia,  Spain,  and  Portugal  are 
similar  to  those  of  France.  Austria  and  Prussia  have  no 
laws  upon  the  subject,  and  seem  to  need  none,  as  ample 
powers  to  prevent  violations  of  neutrality  are  vested  in 
the  respective  governments.  The  laws  of  Denmark  and 
Sweden  are  quite  elaborate,  resembling  in  many  respects 
those  of  England  and  the  United  States.* 

The  "Droit  d'Angane."  Although  this  right  has  been 
somewhat  less  frequently  exercised  in  recent  times  than 
was  formerly  the  case,  it  is  still  recognized  at  international 
law  as  a  lawful  restraint  upon  neutral  commerce.  In  its 
exercise  it  resembles,  in  some  respects,  the  right  of  em- 
bargo, which  has  already  been  explained,'  and  authorizes 
a  belligerent,  in  an  emergency  of  war,  to  apply  neutral 
property  to  a  hostile  use;  the  neutral  owner  being  com- 
pensated, in  every  case,  for  the  property  thus  involimtarily 
impropriated  to  the  military  use  of  a  belligerent.  The  most 
frequent  form  of  appropriation,  in  former  times,  consisted 
in  the  taking  of  neutral  therchaht  ships,  which  "were  com- 
pelled to  transport  soldiers,  ammunition,  or  other  instru- 

*  Report  of  English  Neutrality         *  Page  266  ante. 
Laws  Commission  of  1870,  p.  40. 
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ments  of  war;  in  other  words,  to  become  parties  against 
their  will  to  carrying  on  direct  hostilities  against  a  power 
with  whom  they  were  at  peace."  *  During  the  Franco- 
Prussian  War  the  right  was  exercised,  in  an  extreme  form, 
by  the  Prussian  Grovemment,  which  caused  several  Brit- 
ish  merchant  vessels  to  be  seized  and  sunk  at  the  mouth 
of  the  Seine,  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  egress  of  certain 
French  gunboats  from  that  river.  This  act  gave  rise  to 
a  demand  for  indemnity  on  the  part  of  the  British  Govern- 
ment, which  was  promptly  acceded  to  by  Prussia.' 

Although  the  right,  as  formerly  exercised,  exhibits  a  ten- 
dency to  become  extinguished  by  non-user,  its  application 
to  international  telegraphs  and  telephones,  to  the  rolling- 
stock  of  railways  and  other  neutral  property,  bids  fair  to 
come  into  especial  prominence  in  the  wars  of  the  future. 
Indeed,  the  rules  agreed  to  by  the  International  Peace 
Conference  at  The  Hague  contain  provisions  regulating 
the  use  of  railway  material,  telegraphs,  and  the  like,  by 
belligerents  in  the  prosecution  of  their  military  operations." 


Unneutral  Services 

Neutral  Conveyance  of  Enemy's  Troops  and  Despatches, 
It  has  been  seen  that  the  conveyance  of  contraband  of 
war,  by  a  neutral  individual,  is  an  offence  against  the  law 
of  nations,  and  a  citizen  or  subject  of  a  neutral  state 
who  carries  contraband  to  either  belligerent  assists  that 
belligerent  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  depending  upon  the 
character  and  quantity  of  the  goods  transported.    A  neu- 


*  III  Phillimore,  pp.  40-53 ;  I 
Azirni,  Maritime  Law  of  Europe, 
pp.  238-242;  III  Calvo,  I  1277;  IV 
Ibid,  ii  2242-2249;  Heffter.  |  150, 
note;  II  Ferguson,  |  251;  Law- 
rence, Int.  Law,  I  252;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  {  293,  note  152;  Hall, 
§  278;  Woolsey,  \  118.  note;  IV 
Hautefeuille,  p.  439;  Lawrence's 
Wheaton,  p.  511,  note  169;  I 
Mass^,  p.  280;  Risley,  p.   139;  I 


Giielle,  pp.  62,  63.  For  discus- 
sions of  the  derivation  of  the  term 
and  the  former  extent  of  the 
right,  see  II  Ferguson,  |  251, 
note;  Woolsey,  |  118,  note. 
»Hall,    §    278;   III   PhiUimore, 

PP-   49-53- 

'  See,  in  Appendix  £,  pars.  53 

and  54  of  the  Rules  of  War  on 

Land  adopted  by  the  International 

Peace  Conference  on  Oct.  18,  1907. 
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tral  who  goes  a  step  further  and  engages  in  the  transport 
service  of  a  belligerent  renders  still  more  material  aid  to 
such  belligerent  than  is  afforded  by  the  mere  conveyance 
of  contraband,  and,  by  such  conveyance  of  troops,  am- 
munition, provisions,  and  war-like  stores  to  a  belligerent, 
for  the  supply  of  his  fleets  or  the  support  of  his  armies  in 
the  field,  divests  himself  of  his  neutral  character  and  ac- 
quires that  of  an  enemy,  including  the  liability  to  capture 
and  condemnation  of  both  ship  and  cargo.*  The  convey- 
ance of  troops  and  despatches  operates  still  more  power- 
fully to  impress  the  neutral  carrier  with  the  enemy  charac- 
ter to  the  extent  of  causing  the  ship  so  engaged  to  be 
condemned  as  prize  of  war — ^this  because,  in  point  of  di- 
rectness and  importance,  the  service  rendered  by  the  con- 
veyance of  either  is  much  greater  than  that  afforded  by 
the  conveyance  of  ordinary  contraband.  The  assistance 
rendered  to  an  enemy  by  a  single  cargo  of  munitions  of 
war,  though  direct  and  material,  is,  at  best,  limited.  The 
mischief  that  may  result  from  the  carriage  of  a  single  de- 
spatch, or  general  officer,  may  have  a  decisive  effect  upon 
the  issue  of  a  war.  The  penalty  for  engaging  in  contra- 
band trade  usually  extends  to  a  forfeiture  of  the  contra- 
band articles.  The  question  as  to  the  ship  and  non-con- 
traband cargo  is  made  to  depend  on  the  guilty  knowledge 


'  **  An  attempt  has  been  made  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  the  or- 
dinary cases  of  employment  in  the 
transport  service  of  the  enemy, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  war  of 
Great  Britain  against  France  was 
a  war  distinct  from  that  against 
the  United  States,  and  that  Swed- 
ish subjects  had  a  perfect  right  to 
assist  the  British  arms  in  respect 
to  the  former,  though  not  to  the 
latter.  Whatever  might  be  the 
right  of  the  Swedish  soverei^,  act- 
ing under  his  own  authonty,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  if  a  Swedish 
vessel  be  engaged  in  the  actual  ser- 
vice of  Great  Britain,  or  in  carry- 
ing stores  for  the  exclusive  use  q( 


the  British  armies,  she  must,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  be  deem- 
ed a  British  transport.  It  is  per- 
fectly immaterial  m  what  particu- 
lar enterprise  those  armies  might, 
at  the  time,  be  engaged;  for  the 
same  important  benefits  are  con- 
ferred upon  an  enemy,  who  there- 
by acquires  a  greater  disposable 
force  to  bring  into  action  against 
us."  a^Per  J.  Story.  The  Cam- 
mercent  i  Wheaton,  382;  the  Caro- 
lina, 4  Rob.  a  $6;  the  Friendship, 
6  Rob.  420;  the  OrozembOt  Ibid. 
430. 

a  Chief- Justice  MarBhall  strongly  dis- 
sented from  the  «i>plic«tt(m  of  thts  prio- 
cipk. 
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of  their  owners.  If  they  are  forfeited,  it  is  because  a  pre- 
sumption of  such  knowledge  is  created  by  the  fact  of 
ownership.  When  troops  or  despatches  are  carried  to  a 
hostile  destination,  however,  the  presumption  of  guilt  cre- 
ated by  such  carriage  is  so  strong  as  to  be  regarded  as  con- 
clusive; and  the  ship  is  invariably  condemne4  as  the  in- 
strument with  which  the  offence  against  international  law 
has  been  compiitted.* 

Definition  of  Terms  Troops  and  Despatches,  The  term 
troops  includes  not  only  military  persons,  but  all  individuals 
having  an  official  character  in  the  service  of  a  belligerent, 
whose  assistance  is  material  in  the  prosecution  of  the  war, 
or  whose  4etention  is  calculated  to  impair  his  military  effi- 
ciency. 

Despatches  are  official  communications  between  official 
persons,  in  the  military  or  civil  service  of  a  state,  upon 
matters  connecte4  with  the  public  business.  All  other 
communications,  of  whatever  character,  are  unofficial,  and 
therefore  not  subject  to  classification  as  despatches. 

The  Destination  Important,  In  the  conveyance  of  troops 
and  despatches  the  destination  of  the  vessel  is  of  irppor- 
tance  as  creating  a  presumption  of  guilt  or  innocence.  If 
the  destination  is  hostile,  the  guilt  of  the  carrier  is  pre- 
sumed; if  such  destination  be  neutral,  the  contrary  is  the 
case,  and  the  burden  of  proof  lies  on  the  captor  to  estab- 


*  *'  Tlfie  general  rule  that  the  neu- 
tral carrier  of  enemy's  property  is 
entitled  to  his  freight  is  now  too 
firmly  established  to  admit  of  dis- 
cussion; but  to  this  rule  there  are 
many  exceptions.  If  the  neutral 
be  guilty  of  fraudulent  or  un- 
neutral conduct,  or  has  interposed 
himself  to  assist  the  enemy  in 
carrying  on  the  war,  he  is  justly 
deemed  to  have  forfeited  his  title 
to  freieht.  Hence  the  carrying  of 
contraband  goods  to  the  enemy, 
the  engaging  in  the  coasting  or 
colopial  trade  of  the  enemy,  the 
spoliation  of  papers,  and  the  fraud- 
ulent suppression  of  enemy's  inter- 


ests have  been  held  to  affect  the 
neutral  with  the  forfeiture  of 
freight;  and  in  cases  of  a  more 
flagrant  character,  such  as  carry- 
ing despatches  or  hostile  military 
passengers,  an  engagement  in  th^ 
transport  service  of  the  enemy,  or 
a  breach  of  bIocka4e,  the  penalty 
of  confiscation  of  the  vessel  has 
also  been  inflicted." — The  Com- 
mercen,  i  Wheaton,  38a;  the  Ata- 
latUa,  6  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p. 
440;  the  Mqdisan,  Edwards,  224; 
V  Calvo,  II  2706-2826;  Hall,  gg 
249,  250;  III  Phillimore,  gg  271- 
274;  Dana's  Wheaton,  g  50a,  note 
228. 
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lish  guilty  knowledge.  If  the  ports  of  origin  and  destina- 
tion are  both  hostile,  an  extreme  case  of  guilt  exists;  if 
such  ports  are  both  neutral,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  guilty 
knowledge  can  be  presumed  on  the  part  of  the  neutral 
carrier.  As  in  every  other  case  of  maritime  capture,  ques- 
tions as  to  the  character  of  particular  despatches,  and  the 
consequent  liability  of  the  carrier,  are  determined  by  the 
proper  prize-courts. 

Cases  of  the  ''Friendship'*  and  ''Greta,**  Several  con- 
demnations of  vessels  for  carrying  troops  were  made  by 
the  English  prize-courts  during  the  period  between  1803 
and  181 5.  A  leading  case  was  that  of  the  Friendship,  a 
vessel  hired  to  bring  to  France  eighty-four  shipwrecked 
officei;^  and  sailors.  It  was  confiscated  because  it  appeared 
in  the  evidence  that  it  was  hired  as  a  transport,  was  not 
permitted  to  take  cargo,  and  was  being  used  as  a  transport 
to  convey  these  persons,  as  a  part  of  the  Frendi  artny,  to 
a  belligerent  destination.  In  another  case  a  vessel  sailed 
from  Rotterdam  to  Lisbon,  where  it  was  ostensibly  charter- 
ed by  a  Portuguese  subject  to  carry  cargoes  or  passengers 
to  Macao ;  no  cargo  was  shipped,  but,  after  some  time  spent 
in  fitting  it  for  passengers  with  unusual  care,  three  Dutch  of- 
ficers of  rank  embarked-in  it,  not  for  Macao,  but  for  Batavia. 
Lord  Stowell,  on  the  facts  in  the  case,  inferred  that  a  con- 
tract had  been  made  with  the  Dutch  Government  before 
the  vessel  left  Rotterdam,  and  condemned  it.  The  Greta  was 
a  neutral  vessel  >  employed  in  carrying  certain  shipwrecked 
Russian  soldiers  from  a  port  of  Japan  to  a  destination  in 
Asiatic  Russia.  She  was  captured  by  an  English  cruiser,  and 
condemned.  Had  she  been  captured  in  the  act  of  convey- 
ing them  from  the  place  of  the  shipwreck  to  any  destination, 
her  act,  being  one  of  humanity,  would  have  been  innocent. 
In  the  particular  voyage  upon  which  she  was  engaged* 
however,  she  was  acting  in  the  capacity  of  a  transport.* 

Presumption  in  the  Case  of  Hostile  Despatches,     In  the 


,< 


^  Hall,  §  a4Q;  the  Friendship,  6  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  421;  the 
Orozembo,  Ibid.  p.  430. 
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case  of  hostile  despatches,  the  mere  presence  of  such  docu- 
ments on  board  suffices  to  create  a  presumption  of  guilt  on 
the  part  of  the  neutral  carrier.  So  severely  is  this  rule  ap- 
plied that  a  neutral  may  not  even  plead  compulsion  as  an 
excuse,  it  being  held  in  such  a  case  that  his  remedy,  in  the 
event  of  being  compelled  to  render  such  service  to  a  bellig- 
erent, is  through  his  own  government  in  the  diplomatic 
way. 

Despatches  of  a  Belligerent  to  its  Ministers  and  Consuls  in 
Neutral  States,  The  despatches  of  a  public  minister  or 
consul  representing  a  belligerent  in  a  neutral  state  are  an 
exception  to  this  rule.  **They  are  despatches  fronl  per- 
sons who  are,  in  a  peculiar  manner,  the  favorite  object  of 
the  protection  of  the  law  of  nations,  residing  in  a  neutral 
country  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  relations  of  amity 
between  that  state  and  their  own  government.  On  this 
groimd  a  very  material  distinction  arises  with  respect  to 
the  right  of  furnishing  the  conveyance.  The  neutral  coun- 
try has  a  right  to  preserve  its  relations  with  the  enemy, 
and  you  are  not  at  liberty  to  conclude  that  any  communi- 
cation between  them  can  partake,  in  any  degree,  of  the 
nature  of  hostility  against  you."  * 

Conveyance  of  Mails  in  the  Ordinary  Course  of  Business. 
The  question  of  conveying  hostile  despatches  must  not  be 
confused  with  the  carriage  of  mails  by  a  neutral,  in  accord- 
ance with  contracts  or  agreements,  and  in  the  way  of  ordi- 
nary business.  Such  contracts  not  only  have  the  sanction 
of  municipal  law,  but  are  not  infrequently  made  the  sub- 
jects of  treaty  stipulation.  It  is  not  easy  to  see  how  the 
master  of  a  vessel  can  acquire  any  duties  or  responsibili- 
ties in  connection  with  them,  save  for  their  sf)eedy  and 
safe  delivery.  A  neutral  master  who  aids  a  belligerent  by 
carrying  his  despatches,  with  full  knowledge  of  their  con- 
tents, or  under  circumstances  which  create  a  presumption 

*  The  Caroline,  6  Robinson,  the  Caroline,  6  Robinson,  Adm. 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  461,  cited  by  Whea-  Rep.  p.  467;  the  Madison^ 
ton,  p.  581;  III  Phillimore,  §  273;      Edwards,  224. 
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of  such  knowledge  on  his  part,  is  justly  held  to  the  fullest 
responsibility  for  his  act.  The  conveyance  of  mails,  how- 
ever, in  the  usual  course  of  business,  can  give  rise  to  no 
such  presumption.  The  packages  are  delivered  to  him 
either  locked  or  sealed.  He  has,  and  can  have,  no  knowl- 
edge of  their  contents,  much  less  of  the  character  of  the 
letters  enclosed  in  them.  Responsibility  for  them  on  the 
part  of  the  carrier,  therefore,  cannot  exist,  for  no  knowly 
edge  or  intention  can  be  presumed.  The  modem  tendency 
is  to  facilitate  mail  communication  in  every  way  possible, 
to  remove  every  obstacle  to  their  prompt  and  safe  delivery, 
and  to  guarantee,  beyond  question,  the  saeredness  of  pri- 
vate correspondence. 

The  conveyance  of  mails  was  made  the  subject  of  con- 
ventional regulation  by  the  Second  Peace  Conference  at 
The  Hague  by  a  stipulation  providing  that — 

"The  postal  correspondence  of  neutrals  or  belligerents, 
whatever  its  official  or  private  character  may  be,  found 
on  the  high  seas  on  board  a  neutral  or  enemy  ship,  is 
inviolable.  If  the  ship  is  detained,  the  correspond- 
ence is  forwarded  by  the  captor  with  the  least  possible 
delay. 

**The  provisions  of  the  preceding  paragraph  do  not  ap- 
ply, in  case  of  violation  of  blockade,  to  correspondence 
destined  for,  or  proceeding  from,  a  blockaded  port. 

"The  inviolability  of  postal  correspondence  does  not 
efxempt  a  neutral  mail-ship  from  the  laws  and  customs  of 
maritime  war  as  to  neutral  merchant  ships  in  general. 
The  ship,  however,  may  not  be  searched  except  when  ab- 
solutely necessary,  and  then  only  with  as  much  considera- 
tion and  expedition  as  possible."  * 

As  to  the  conveyance  of  communications  for  belligerents 
through  neutral  territory,  where  the  ordinary  mails  are 
used,  or  where  the  messages  pass  over  established  lines  of 
telegraph  or  cables,  or  by  the  wireless  telegraph,  a  stipula- 
tion was  inserted  in  the  Convention  of  1907,  giving  the 

*  For  full  t^3^t  qf  convention,  se^  App^ndi?;  P,  Convention  No.  ?i, 
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rights  and  duties  of  neutrals  on  land,  that  a  neutral  power 
is  not  required  to  forbid  or  restrict  the  use  of  such  means 
of  communication  by  belligerents.  A  wireless  telegraph 
apparatus,  established  on  neutral  territory  by  a  belligerent 
for  military  purposes  in  time  of  peace,  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  neutral  state,  may  not  be  used  by  the  belliger- 
ent, after  the  opetxing  of  hostilities,  tmless  such  apparatus 
has  been  opened  to  general  public  use.  When  a  neutral 
state,  in  the  performance  of  its  neutral  duties,  finds  itself 
called  upon  to  place  such  means  of  communication  under 
government  surveillance,  or  to  impose  restrictions  upon 
their  use,  the  restrictions  so  imposed  must  be  impartially 
applied  to  both  belligerents.* 

Case  of  the  *' Trent.**  The  Trent  was  one  of  a  line  of  mail 
steamers  employed  in  general  mail  and  transportation  ser- 
vice between  Havana  and  London.  On  November  7,  1861, 
she  sailed  from  Havana,  having  on  board,  among  other 
passengers,  four  persons,  Messrs.  Mason  and  Slidell  and 
their  secretaries,  who  were  en  route  to  Europe,  where  they 
were  to  be  employed  as  diplomatic  agents  of  the  Con- 
federate States.  On  November  8th  the  Trent  was  stopped 
on  the  high  seas  by  the  San  Jacinto,  a  public  armed  vessel 
of  the  United  States,  whose  commander,  Captain  Wilkes, 
sent  on  board  a  search-party  composed  of  an  officer  and 
a  detachment  of  marines.  The  two  envoys,  with  their 
secretaries,  were  seized  by  the  search-party,  taken  on 
board  the  San  Jacinto^  and  conveyed  to  New  York.  The 
Trent  was  then  released  and  allowed  to  proceed  on  her 
way. 

So  soon  as  the  facts  were  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
British  Government,  a  demand  was  made  upon  the  United 
States  for  the  restoration  of  the  arrested  persons.  Their 
diplomatic  character  was  not  drawn  in  question,  their  sur- 
render being  demanded  on  the  ground  that  they  had  been 
forcibly  taken  from  a  neutral  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  and 
in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage  from  one  neutml  port  to 

*  For  text  of  this  convention,  see  Appendix  P,  Convention  No.  5. 
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another.  They  were  surrendered  by  the  United  States 
upon  the  ground  of  the  irregularity  of  their  seizure. 

Conclusions.  The  case  of  the  Trent  illustrates  certain 
principles  of  the  law  of  maritime  capture. 

(a.)  The  Trent,  being  a  neutral  vfessel,  was  liable  to 
search  upon  the  high  seas  by  any  properly  documented 
armed  vessel  in  the  service  of  a  belligerent  power. 

(6.)  If  the  commander  of  the  searching  vessel  had  found 
enemy  despatches  on  board,  or  had  reason  to  believe  that 
such  despatches  were  being  carried,  it  was  his  duty  to 
seize  the  vessel  and  send  her  to  a  port  of  the  United  States, 
with  a  view  to  a  judicial  determination  of  the  question  in- 
volved. 

(c.)  In  the  exercise  of  his  belligerent  right  it  was  his  duty 
to  capture  the  vessel;  or  release  her,  after  having  exe- 
cuted the  right  of  search.  No  intermediate  course  was 
possible.  His  action,  therefore,  in  seizing  certain  persons, 
under  any  pretext,  was  without  warrant  of  law. 

(d.)  The  destination  of  the  Trent  was  neutral,  a  fact 
which  should  have  created  a  strong  presumption  of  in- 
nocence. The  fact  that  her  port  of  origin  was  also  neutral 
should  have  made  the  presumption  conclusive  as  to  in- 
nocence.* 

'  For  discussions  of  this  case, 
see  Dana's  Wheaton,  p.  648,  note; 
Bernard,  Neutrality  ot  Great  Brit- 
ain, pp.  157,  225;  Nys,  La  Guerre 
Maritime,  p.  46;  v  Calvo,  §|  2812- 
2826;  II  Halleck,  p.  224,  note; 
Snow,  Cases  in  Int.  Xaw.  p.  486. 
"  The  case  of  Henry  Laurens  is,  in 
many  respects,  the  same  as  that  of 
the  Trent,  Mr.  Laurens  was  sent 
upon  a  mission  to  Holland,  with 
the  authority  of  Congress,  to  se- 
cure the  recognition  of  the  inde- 
pendence of  the  colonies  and  to 
obtain  a  loan  of  money.  He  left 
Charleston  in  1780,  and  reached 
Martinique,  in  the  West  Indies,  in 
safety.  Prom  there  he  embarked 
in  a  Dutch  packet,  the  Mercury, 
for    Holland.     He   was    thus   on 


board  a  neutral  vessel  sailing  be- 
tween neutral  ports.  When  three 
days  out  the  Mercury  was  over- 
hauled by  the  British  ship  Vestal, 
Mr.  Laurens  and  his  secretary  were 
forcibly  removed,  their  papers 
were  seized,  and  they  were  con- 
veyed as  prisoners  to  St.  John's, 
Newfoundland,  where  they  were 
committed,  under  a  charge  of  high- 
treason,  and  sent  to  the  Tower  of 
London.  After  the  surrender  at 
Yorktown  their  status  was  changed 
to  that  of  prisoners  of  war,  and 
Mr.  Laurens  was  eventually  ex- 
changed for  Lord  Comwallis." — 
Sparks,  Diplomatic  Corresoon- 
dence,  vol.  ii.  p.  461;  Upton,  law 
of  Nations  Affecting  Commerce 
during  War,  pp.  360,  361. 
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In  the  case  of  the  Adela,  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  at  December  term,  1867  (6  Wallace, 
266),  the  Supreme  Court  affirmed  the  United  States  Dis- 
trict Court's  judgment  where  a  vessel  was  condemned  for 
attempted  breach  of  the  Federal  blockade,  although  im- 
mediately destined  to  a  neutral  port,  and  her  cargo,  to- 
gether with  the  mail  on  board,  was  carefully  examined  for 
evidence  of  intention  to  run  the  blockade;  the  assertion 
of  the  principle  of  continuous  voyage  is  here  illustrated 
together  with  the  right  to  safeguard  belligerent  interests 
through  the  examination  of  mail  as  well;  whether  the 
mail  were  to  be  examined  for  evidence  of  the  ship's  destina- 
tion, or  to  ascertain,  as  in  case  of  the  present  European 
war,  whether  it  were  being  utilized  to  carry  contraband 
material,  would  not  seem  to  vary  the  important  principle 
asserted  by  the  United  States  Supreme  Court. 


CHAPTER  XIII 
CONTRABAND   OF   WAR 

Restrictions  upon  Neutral  Commerce  in  Time  of  War. 
The  law  of  nations  permits  a  belligerent  to  exercise  a  pecul- 
iar jurisdiction  over  neutral  commerce  in  time  of  war.  This 
jurisdiction  is  so  extensive  in  some  respects  as  to  amount  to 
an  absolute  prohibition  of  certain  kinds  of  trade ;  it  is  limited, 
indeed,  in  its  extent  and  operation,  only  by  the  zeal  and  en- 
ergy which  belligerents  display  in  its  exercise.  This  jurisdic- 
tion extends — 

{a,)  To  the  prohibition  of  neutral  trade  with  belligerents 
in  certain  articles  susceptible  of  military  use.  The  articles 
so  forbidden  to  be  transported  are  called  contraband  of 
war. 

{b.)  To  the  prohibition  of  all  trade  with  certain  ports  or 
places,  which  are  closed  to  such  trade  by  an  exercise  of  military 
force  known  as  an  investment^  siege,  or  blockade. 

(r.)  To  make  these  prohibitions  effective,  a  belligerent  is 
given  the  right  to  stop  and  search  all  neutral  merchant  ves^ 
sels  on  the  high  seas,  in  his  own  territorial  waters,  or  those  of 
the  enemy,  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  nationality  of 
ships  and  goods,  and  of  ascertaining  whether  they  contain 
enemies'  goods,  contraband  of  war,  or  are  destined  to  a  port 
of  the  enemy  against  which  a  blockade  has  been  established. 
This  is  called  the  belligerent' right  of  search. 

When  and  by  Whom  Exercised:  Penalty.  These  rights  per- 
tain to  belligerent  states  alone.  They  come  into  existence  at 
the  outbreak  of  war,  and  are  terminated  by  the  treaty  of  peace. 
None  of  them  exist,  or  may  lawfully  be  exercised,  in  time  of 
peace ;  indeed,  the  enforcement  of  any  one  of  them,  during 
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peace,  would  be  regarded  as  a  just  cause  for  war  by  the  state 
whose  sovereign  rights  were  injured  by  its  exercise.* 

International  law  permits  seizure,  as  prize,  of  contraband 
on  the  way  from  neutral  to  belligerent.  Just  what  shall  be 
pronoimced  contraband  is  a  belligerent  prerogative  unless, 
as  in  the  Declaration  of  X^ndon,  a  contraband  list  is 
agreed  upon  (cf.  Erskine's  address  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
March  8,  1808,  iq  Haqsard,  ist  Ser.  958).  The  carriage 
of  contraband  is  not  a  crime. 

Ap^ic^ti0fi  to  Individuals.  The  rules  of  international  law 
qn  the  subject  of  contraband  trade  and  breach  of  blockade  are 
directed  chiefly  against  the  acts  of  individuals.  If  a  neutral 
state,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  were  to  engage  in  contraband 
trade,  it  would  be  regarded  as  an  act  of  hostility  by  the  in- 
jured state,  and  would  result  in  a  declaration  of  war.  An  in- 
dividual engaging  in  such  trade  does  so  at  the  risk  of  losing 
the  articles  of  merchandise  which  constitute  his  commercial 
venture.  He  does  not  involve  his  government,  however,  in 
the  breach  of  neutrality  of  which  )ic  is  himself  guilty.  If, 
however,  the  municipal  law  of  his  own  state  forbids  its  sub- 

« 

jects  to  take  part  in  contraband  trade,  he  may  be  punished  by 
that  government  for  a  violation  of  its  laws. 

Origin  of  thi  Practice^  The  principle  of  forbidding,  as  a 
matter  of  state  policy,  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  certain  ar- 
ticles, or  even  the  holding  of  them  in  legal  possession,  has 
been  recognized  by  the  municipal  law  of  all  states  since  the 
beginning  of  history.    The  origin  of  the  rule  of  international 


>V  Calvo,  f  2708;  II  Twlss.  f 
131 ;  Bluntschli.  |  76$:  KlUber,  H 
289.  230;  Ha"i  §§  232-235;  Vaud 
Hv.  ill.  chap.  vii/SS  m-no. 

*  According  to  the  modem  law 
qf  nationa— for  there  has  been  some 
relaxation  in  practice  from  the 
strictness  of  the  ancient  rules—the 
carriage  of  contraband  goods  to 
|he  enemv  subjects  them,  if  capt- 
ured in  delicto,  to  the  penaltv  of 
confiscation ;  but  the  vessel  and  the- 


remaining  cargo,  if  they  do  not  be- 
long to  the  owner  of  the  contraband 
gocMs,  are  not  subject  to  the  saipe 
penalty.  The  penalty  is  applied  to 
the  latter  only  when  there  has  been 
9om^  actual  co-operation,  on  their 
part,  in  a  meditated  fraud  upon  the 
belligerents,  bv  covering  up  the 
fraud  under  false  papers,  and  with 
a  false  destioation.  —  Carringtoii 
vs.  Merchants,  Ins.  Co.,  8  Peters, 

495. 
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law  on  the*  subject  of  contraband  of  war,  however,  is  relatively 
recent,  and,  rn  its  present  form,  does  not  antedate  the  seven- 
teenth century.' 

The  commercial  cities  of  the  Mediterranean  had  but  little 
interest  in  asserting  such  a  right  against  each  other,  since  each 
of  them  claimed  exclusive  control  over  what  it  regarded  as  its 
own  field  of  commerce,  and  was  not  disposed  to  surrender  any 
portion  dl  it,  even  in  time  of  war.  Moreover,  k  large  part  of 
their  trade  with  the  East,  especially  that  of  Venice  and  Genoa, 
was  in  articles  which  would  now  b)e  regarded  as  contraband  of 
war.  It  is,  therefore,  very  unlikely  that  they  would  have  ad- 
vocated, or  even  favorably  considered,  a  principle  the  applica- 
tion of  which  would  have  seriously  injured,  if  it  did  not  entire- 
ly destroy,  a  most  lucrative  branch  of  their  cominerce.  The 
adoption  of  the  modem  rule  was  thus  deferred  until  <he  north- 
em  and  Western  European  powers  had  beg^n  to  acquire  mari- 
time importance,  and  to  cany  on  hostile  undertakings  against 
each  other  at  sea. 

So  soon  as  interstate  commerce  became  general  it  was  seen 
that  certain  kinds  of  trade,  if  carried  on  during  the  existence 
of  a  war,  were  calculated  to  injure  belligerents  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  make  it  necessary  for  them  to  cause,  iat  least,  their 
temporary  discontinuance  ;  and  to  justify  them,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  self-defence,  in  resorting  to  such  measures  of 
precaution  as  would  neutralize  their  injurious  efTects.  It  was 
not  difficult  to  find  a  rentedy,  when  the  trade  complained  of 
was  carried  on  by  a  state  in  its  corporate  capacity,  since  it  con- 
stituted a  violation  of'  neutrality,  and  was  punishable  as  such. 


<  So  early  as  the  thirteenth  cen- 
tury it  had  become  the  usa^  for 
powerful  sovereigns  to  forbid  all 
trade  with  their  enemies  in  time  of 
war.  r  Such  an  instance  occurs  in  a 
tr^at^j^  of  Edward  III.  of  England 
with  the  Flemings,  in  1 370.  Francis 
I.,  in  I  $43,  for&de  his  allies  and 
confederates,^  deliver  inuhitions 
of  war  to  his  enemy.  Grotius  was 
the  iirst  writer  of  standard  author- 


itytodiscussthesubject.  Althoag:h 
the  transport  of  certain  articles  is 
forbidden  in  treaties  of  an  earlier 
date,  the  Trcalty  of  the  Pyrenees, 
ifi  1659,  artd  that  of  Utrecht,  of  171 3, 
seem  to  have  been  most  effective 
in  determining  the  present  rule  on 
the  subject  of  contraband  of  war. 
Sfee;*  also}  V  CalVo.  |f  2708-2715; 
II  Twiss.  S  T2t ;  Heffter,  |  158; 
Hall,  IS  236-240. 


452  THE   ELEMENTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 

Where  the  objectionable  commercial  undertakings  originated 
with  individuals,  however,  it  was  less  easy  to  provide  a  remedy. 
On  land  it  was  soon  found  to  be  impossible  to  prevent  contra- 
band trade,  unless  the  belligerent  himself  controlled  the  neu- 
tral frontier,  or  the  neutral  state  was  willing  to  resort  to  such 
elaborate  police  measures  as  would  effectively  prevent  the  con- 
veyance of  contraband  articles  across  its  boundaries.  Its  at- 
tempted regulation  on  land,  therefore,  was  soon  abandoned. 
At  sea,  however,  the  matter  could  be  more  easily  regulated. 
The  ships  of  neutrals  could  be  searched,  and,  if  contraband 
articles  were  found  on  board,  a  suitable  penalty  could  be  in- 
flicted ;  or  their  introduction  into  the  enemy's  country  could 
be  prevented  by  maintaining  opposite  his  coasts  a  naval  force 
of  sufficient  strength  to  make  it  difficult,  or  impossible,  for 
neutral  ships  to  obtain  access  to  his  harbors. 

When  such  regulation  was  first  undertaken,  the  attempt  was 
made  to  forbid  all  traffic  with  an  enemy.  This  claim,  however, 
was  soon  abandoned,  and  the  conveyance  of  contraband  was 
regarded  as  a  criminal  act,  involving  tht  persons  engaged  in  it, 
as  well  as  their  property,  in  the  penalties  imposed.  In  this 
form  the  rule  was  recognized  by  Grotius.  The  criminal  feat- 
ure was  soon  abandoned,  so  far  as  it  affected  the  personal 
rights  of  those  concerned,  and  the  penalties  were  restricted  to 
the  contraband  goods  alone. 

What  Constitutes  Contraband.  In  determining  whether 
a  particular  article  is  or  id  not  contraband  of  war,  three  ele- 
ments must  be  considered  in  reaching  a  decision  as  to  its  lia- 
bility to  condemnation  :  (a)  the  place  of  its  capture ;  (b)  its 
destination ;  (c)  the  character  of  the  article  and  the  use  to 
which  it  may  be  applied.  The  first  two  are  not  difficult  to  de- 
termine. The  article  must  be  captured  on  the  high  seas,  or  in 
the  territorial  waters  of  either  belligerent ;  and  it  must  have  a ' 
hostile  destination — that  is,  it  must  be  destined  to  the  military" 
use  of  a  belligerent.'    As  to  the  article  itself,  it  is  difficult  to 

*  "Goods  of  every  description  may  discharge  at  a  neutral  port,  and  to 
be  conveyed  to  neutral  ports  from  be  brought  into  the  common  stock 
neutral  ports,  if  intended  for  actual     of  merchandise  of  such  port;  but 


CONTRABAND  OF  WAR 


453 


lay  down  a  rule  the  application  of  which  shall,  in  every  case, 
determine  whether  a  particular  article  is,  or  is  not,  contraband 
of  war.  The  attempt  has  frequently  been  made,  but  none  of 
the  rules  suggested  has,  as  yet,  received  that  general  sanction 
which  is  necessary  to  give  it  standing  as  a  rule  of  international 
law.  "  Grotius,  in  considering  this  subject,  makes  a  distinction 
between  those  things  which  are  useful  only  for  purposes  of  war, 
those  which  are  not  so,  and  those  which  are  susceptible  of  in- 
discriminate use  in  war  and  peace.  The  ^rst  he  agrees  with 
all  other  text  writers  in  prohibiting  neutrals  from  carrying  to 
the  enemy,  as  well  as  in  permitting  the  second  to  be  so  carried 
the  third  class — such  as  money,  provisions,  ships*  and  naval* 
stores  —  he  sometimes  prohibits  and  at  other  times  permits, 
according  to  the  existing  circumstances  of  the  war." ' 

The  question  as  to  what  is  and  what  is  not  contraband  can- 
not, as  yet,  be  answered  with  precision.  No  complete  list  of 
articles  which  are  to  be  deemed  contraband  under  all  circum- 
stances has  been  drawn  up,  nor  does  it  seem  likely  that  it  ever 
will  be.  That  which  is  contraband  under  certain  circumstances 
may  not  be  so  under  others.  The  main  point,  in  case  of  an 
article  of  doubtful  use,  is,  whether  it  was  intended  for,  or 
would  probably  be  applied  to,  military  purposes.  The  release 
or  condemnation  of  the  goods  is,  in  every  case,  determined  by 


voyages  from  neutral  ports  intended 
for  belligerent  ports  are  not  pro- 
tected in  respect  to  seizure,  either 
of  ship  or  cargo,  by  an  intention, 
real  or  pretended,  to  touch  at  in- 
termediate neutral  ports." —  The 
Bermuda,  3  Wallace.  514.  "Neu- 
trals may  convey  to  belligerent 
ports  not  under  blockade  what- 
ever belligerents  may  desire  to 
take,  except  contraband  of  war, 
which  is  always  subject  to  seizure 
when  being  conveyed  to  a  belliger- 
ent destination,  whether  the  voyage 
be  direct  or  indirect ;  such  seizure, 
however,  is  restricted  to  actual  con- 
traband, and  does  not  extend  to  the 
ship  or  other  cargo,  except  in  cases 

30 


of  fraud  or  bad  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  owners,  or  of  the  master  with 
their  sanction." — Ibid. 

"  Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  558,  559. 
citing  Grotius,  De  Jure  Belli  et 
Pac.  lib.  iii.  cap.  i.  §  v.  i,  2,  3. 
The  views  of  Bynkershoek  and 
Vattel  agree  in  substance  with  those 
of  Grotius.  The  former,  however, 
shows  an  inclination  to  extend 
Grotius's  rules  in  the  interest  of 
belligerents,  while  the  latter  con- 
tends for  a  rule  somewhat  more 
favorable  to  neutrals.  See  Vattel, 
bk.  iii.  chap.  vii.  §§  112,  113;  Byn- 
kershoek, Quest.  Jur.  Pub.  lib.  i, 
cap.  10. 
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the  decision  of  this  question.  Contraband  of  war  may  be  de- 
fined, however,  in  general  terms,  as  any  article  primarily  in- 
tended for  the  military  or  naval  use  of  a  belligerent  and  con- 
stituting, wholly  or  in  part,  the  cargo  of  a  neutral  merchant 
vessel  found  on  the  high  seas  or  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a 
belligerent  and  having  a  hostile  destination.' 

Field's  Rule,  RTr.  Field,  in  his  proposed  International  Code, 
holds  that  "  private  property  of  any  person  whomsoever,  and 
public  property  of  a  neutral  nation,  are  contraband  of  war 
when  consisting  of  articles  manufactured  for,  and  primarily 
used  for,  military  purposes  in  time  of  war,  and  actually  des- 
tined for  the  use  of  the  hostile  nation  in  war,  but  not  other- 
Wise. 

Question  Determined  by  Prize  -  Courts.  In  England  and 
America  the  court  before  which  the  goods  are  brought  will 
inquire  into  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  such  as  the  des- 
tination of  the  ship,  the  purpose  to  which  the  goods  seem  in- 
tended to  be  applied,  the  character  of  the  war,  and  so  on,  and 
will  condemn  or  release  them  upon  the  evidence.  •  If,  however, 
there  are  any  treaty  stipulations  on  the  subject,  or  if  the  state 
before  whose  court  the  goods  are  brought  has  issued  any  def- 
inite list  of  contraband  goods,  the  decision  will,  of  course,  be 
regulated  accordingly.  "The  liability  to  capture,"  says  Hal- 
leck,  "  can  only  be  determined  by  the  rules  of  international 
law,  as  interpreted  and  applied  by  the  tribunals  of  the  bellig- 
erent state,  to  the  operations  of  whose  cruisers  the  neutral 
merchant  is  exposed." " 

Opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.  The 
most  recent  authoritative  opinion  upon  the  subject,  and  the 
one  which  more  nearly  expresses  the  ^existing  rule  than  any 
6t)ier,  is  that  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  th^  United 

*  V  Calvo,  §  2708;  II  Twiss,  §  on  page  576  of  the  former  work, 
121;  II  Halleck,  pp.  244,  245  ;  Hall»     the  lists  of  contraband  as  deter- 


236^-246 ;  Dana's  Wheaton,p.629,  mined  by  the  English,  prize-courts. 

note  226;  II  Ortolan,  pp.  182-200.  Dana's  Wheaton,  §  501,  note  226; 

•  Field,  Int.  Code.  §  859.  V  Calvo.  §{  2708  -  2738 ;  Holmes's 

■  Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  575.  576;  Kent,  pp.  136-143. 

Halleck,  chap,  xxxii.  §  19.  See^  §iso« 
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States  in  the  case  of  the  Peterhoff.  The  decision  of  the  court 
was  that  "the  classification  of  goods  as  contraband  or  not 
contraband  has  much  perplexed  text  writers  and  jurists.  A 
strictly  accurate  and  satisfactory  classification  is,  perhaps,  im- 
practicable ;  but  that  which  is  best  supported  by  American 
and  English  decisions  may  be  said  to  divide  all  merchandise 
into  three  classes:  (i)  Articles  manufactured  and  primarily  or 
ordinarily  used  for  military  purposes  in  time  of  war.  (2)  Arti- 
cles which  may  be,  and  are,  used  for  purposes  of  war  or  peace, 
according  to  circumstances.  (3)  Articles  exclusively  used  for 
peaceful  purposes.  Merchandise  of  the  first  class,  destined  to 
a  belligerent  country  or  places  occupied  by  the  army  or  navy 
of  a  belligerent,  is  always  contraband ;  merchandise  of  the  sec- 
ond class  is  contraband  only  when  destined  to  the  military 
or  naval  use  of  a  belligerent ;  while  merchandise  of  the  third 
class  is  not  contraband  at  all,  though  liable  to  .seizure  and 
condemnation  for  violation  of  blockade  or  siege."  ' 

To  these  may  be  added  the  rule  that  no  articles  of  merchan- 
dise are  contraband  of  war  so  long  as  they  remain  in  neutral 
territory,  or  are  found  on  the  high  seas  with  a  bona  fide  neu- 
tral destination.  They  acquire  the  character  of  contraband 
only  when  they  are  found,  without  the  territorial  waters  of  a 
neutral  state,  on  board  a  ship  which  is  destined  to  a  hostile 
port. 

Application  of  the  Rules,  In  the  application  of  these  rules, 
the  first  and  third  give  rise  to  but  little  difficulty.  Such  dis- 
cussion as  has  been  had,  with  respect  to  the  liability  of  mer- 
chandise to  capture  as  contraband  of  war,  has  had  to  do  chiefly 
with  the  second  class,  with  reference  to  which  there  is  a  wide 
difference  of  opinion.'    This  is  observable,  not  only  in  the 


*The  Peterhoff,  5  Wallace,  58; 
III  Phillimore,  §§  236,  243-253; 
Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  S  112;  II 
Twiss,  is  121-148:  II  Ortolan,  pp. 
182-1^ ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law,  f  278; 
Kltiber,  %  288 ;  Manninf^,  pp.  352- 
377;  II  Parsons.  Maritime  Law,  pp. 
93*  94 ;  Upton,  Maritime  Law,  pp. 


327-334;  Heflfter,  f  *^l  Dana's 
Wheaton,  §  501,  note  226;  Law- 
rence's Wheaton,  p.  796,  note  229; 
Bluntschli,  f  765 ;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law, 
§§  368-374. 

'  "The  classification  of  goods  as 
contraband  or  not  contraband, 
which  is  best  supported  by  Amer« 
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policy  of  states,  but  in  the  views  of  text  writers.  Those  states 
which,  at  different  periods,  have  enjoyed  great  maritime  power, 
both  in  a  commercial  and  a  military  sense,  have  usually  advo- 
cated an  extension  of  the  list  of  contraband ;  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  those  which  have  never  attained  to  any  consider- 
able degree  of  maritime  importance  have  opposed  such  an 
extension,  and  have  contended  for  the  greatest  freedom  of 
neutral  trade.  Of  the  former  class  England  is  the  most  con- 
spicuous representative ;  next  in  order  follow  France  and  the 
United  States.  Holland,  when  an  important  maritime  power, 
entertained  a  different  view  from  that  advocated  by  her  when 
her  maritime  importance  had  been  largely  diminished. 

Again,  articles  which  are  in  dispute  are  differently  regarded 
at  different  times,  and  under  different  circumstances  of  desti- 
nation, as  determined  by  the  states  which  are  parties  to  a  par- 
ticular war.  So,  too,  articles  which  are  undeniably  contraband 
at  a  particular  epoch  gradually  lose  that  character;  on  the 
other  hand,  articles  formerly  innocent,  with  the  lapse  of  time 
and  the  march  of  improvement,  acquire  the  character  of  con- 
traband.^ Parts  of  marine  steam  machinery,  previous  to  1830, 
would  have  escaped  capture.  Plates  of  iron  or  steel,  of  suit- 
able size  for  use  as  armor,  would  have  enjoyed  a  similar  im- 
munity.   At  present  both  are  everywhere  regarded  as  contra- 


ican  and  Ens^lish  decisions,  divides 
all  merchandise  into  three  classes : 
(i)  Articles  manufactured  and  pri- 
marily or  ordinarily  used  for  mili- 
tary purposes  in  time  of  war.  (2) 
Articles  which  may  be  and  are 
used  for  purposes  of  war  or  peace, 
according  to  circumstances.  (3) 
Articles  exclusively  used  for  peace- 
ful purposes.  Merchandise  of  the 
first  class,  destined  to  a  belligerent 
country  or  places  occupied  by  the 
army  or  navy  of  a  belligerent,  is 
always  contraband ;  merchandise 
of  the  second  class  is  contraband 
only  when  actually  destined  to  the 
military  or  naval  use  of  a  bellig- 
erent; while  merchandise  of  t^e 


third  class  is  not  contraband  at  all, 
though  liable  to  seizure  and  con- 
demnation for  violation  of  block- 
ade or  siege."  —  The  Peterhoff,  5 
Wallace,  58. 
' "  Money,  silver-plate,  and  bullion, 
when  destined  for  hostile  use,  or 
for  the  purchase  of  hostile  sup- 
plies, are  contraband  of  war.  In 
this  case  the  determination  of  the 
question  whether  such  articles, 
part  of  the  outward-bound  cargo 
of  the  vessel,  were  contraband  de- 
volved upon  the  commanding  gen- 
eral."—United  States  vs,  Diekel- 
man,  92  U.  S.  520;  III  Dig.  Int* 
Law,  $S  368-373- 
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band  of  war.  However  difficult  it  may  be  to  prepare  a  list  of 
contraband  articles  at  any  particular  epoch,  it  is  certainly  much 
less  difficult  for  a  court  to  determine  whether  a  certain  article 
of  captured  merchandise  is,  or  is  not,  contraband.  In  reaching 
such  a  determination  the  court  takes  into  account  the  circum- 
stances of  capture,  the  necessities  of  the  state  to  whose  use  it 
was  destined,  its  condition,  origin,  and  ownership.  With  these 
data  the  court  is  usually  able  to  determine,  with  great  accuracy, 
whether  a  particular  article  is,  or  is  not,  contraband  of  war.* 

Destination  Important:  How  Determined.  From  what 
has  been  said  in  respect  to  the  right  of  belligerents  to  impose 
restrictions  on  neutral  commerce,  it  will  be  seen  that,  in  deter- 
mining liability  to  capture,  the  destination  of  the  vessel  and 


'  The  action  of  the  court  in  the 
case  of  the  Peterhoff  may  be  cited 
as  an  example.  A  portion  of  the 
cargo  of  the  ship  consisted  of 
stoutly  made  shoes  and  cavalry 
boots.  The  ostensible  destination 
of  the  cargo  was  Matamoras,  a 
Mexican  port.  These  articles  were 
notoriously  not  worn  or  used,  in 
Mexico,  by  any  portion  of  the 
population;  they  were  worn  in 
the  United  States,  and  were  espe- 
cially needed  for  the  equipment 
of  the  Confederate  armies.  An- 
other portion  of  the  cargo  was 
composed  of  heavy  woollen  blank- 
ets, not  adapted  to  the  Mexican 
market,  and  of  a  kind  entirely  dif- 
ferent, in  pattern  and  weight,  from 
those  usually  worn  in  Mexico.  On 
the  other  hand,  they  closely  resem- 
bled those  made  and  sold,  for  mili- 
tary use,  in  the  United  States,  and 
were  adapted  to  the  colder  climate 
of  that  countr)'.  The  court,  in  both 
instances,  properly  inferred  that 
the  goods  were  destined  to  the 
military  service  of  the  Confederacy. 
In  the  cargo  of  the  Springbok  a 
large  quantity  of  gray  cloth  and 
metal  buttons  was  found.  The 
cloth  was  a  heavy  woollen  ma- 
terial, altogether  unsuited  to  the 


Nassau  market,  or  for  use  in  the 
manufacture  of  clothing  in  that 
climate.  On  the  other  hand,  it 
was  of  the  same  color  and  quality 
as  that  officially  adopted  for  the 
use  of  the  Confederate  armies. 
Some  of  the  buttons  bore  as  a  de- 
vice the  letter  C ;  others  the  letter 
A ;  others  the  letter  I ;  still  others 
the  letters  CSN.  These  buttons 
were  net  usual  articles  of  commerce 
in  Nassau,  the  ostensible  destina- 
tion of  the  ship.  The  Confederate 
army  regulations  prescribed  that 
such  buttons  should  be  worn  by, 
and  should  designate  the  uniforms 
of.  its  cavalry,  artillery,  and  in- 
fantry. Its  naval  regulations  pre- 
scribed the  use  of  buttons  bearing 
the  letters  CSN.  Goods  bearing 
the  name  of  the  same  makers,  and 
in  some  cases  of  the  same  shippers, 
had  been  found  and  condemned  in 
previous  cargoes  of  contraband. 
These  facts  created  a  presump- 
tion against  the  articles,  which 
the  claimants  did  not  attempt  to 
rebut  by  evidence  of  a  legitimate 
neutral  destination.  —  The  Peter- 
hoff,  5  Wallace,  58 :  the  Springbok, 
Ibid.  I.  See,  also,  Dana's  Wheaton, 
p.  632,  note. 
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the  character  of  the  cargo  are  of  the  highest  importance.  As 
the  trade  of  neutrals  with  each  other  undergoes  no  restriction 
in  time  of  war,  a  neutral  merchant  vessel  found  on  the  high  seas 
with  a  bona  fide  neutral  destination  is  exempt  from  seizure  or 
detention ;  it  is  only  when  the  ship's  papers  indicate  an  imme- 
diate or  ultimate  hostile  destination  that  she  becomes  liable 
to  capture  and  condemnation.*  The  port  from  which  the  ship 
sails  is  cdW^A  Yi^r  port  of  origin ;  that  to  which  she  is  finally 
destined  at  the  completion  of  her  voyage  is  called  her  port 
*  of  ultimate  destination;  ports  at  which  she  touches  between 
these  terminal  points  are  called  ports  of  call  or  of  immediate 
destination.  The  destination  of  a  vessel  is  determined  from 
its  papers.  If  the  ultimate  destination  and  all  intermediate 
ports  of  call  are  neutral,  the  ship  is  said  to  have  a  neutral  des- 
tination. If  the  port  of  final  'destination  or  any  intermediate 
port  of  call  be  hostile,  then  her  destination  is  hostile.  If  the 
purpose  of  the  master  to  visit  an  intermediate  hostile  port  be 
contingent  only,  and  if  he  has  abandoned  his  purpose  in  the 
course  of  the  voyage,  the  burden  of  proof  is  with  him  to 
establish  such  abandonment  of  the  hostile  destination.  In 
this  case  he  will  have  to  overthrow  the  presumption,  as  to 
destination,  which  is  created  by  the  ship's  papers.' 


'  "  No  trade  honestly  carried  on 
between  neutral  ports,  whether  of 
the  same  or  of  different  nations, 
can  be  lawfully  interrupted  by  bel- 
ligerents, but  good  faith  must  pre- 
side over  such  commerce;  enemy 
commerce  under  neutral  disguises 
has  no  claim  to  neutral  immunity/' 
—  The  Bermuda,  3  Wallace,  514. 
"Goods  of  every  description  may 
be  conveyed  to  neutral  ports  from 
neutral  ports,  if  intended  for  actual 
discharge  at  a  neutral  port,  and  to 
be  brought  into  the  common  stock 
of  merchandise  of  such  port;  but 
voyages  from  neutral  ports  intehd- 
ed  for  belligerent  ports  are  not  pro- 
tected in  respect  to  seizure,  either 
of  ship  or  cargo,  by  an  intention, 


real  or  pretended,  to  touch  at  in- 
termediate neutral  ports."  —  Ibid. 
The  Imanuel,  2  Rob.  198. 

*  "  Neutrals  may  convey  to  bel- 
ligerent ports  not  under  blockade 
whatever  belligerents  mav  desire 
to  take,  except  contraband  of  war, 
which  is  always  subject  to  seizure 
when  being  conveyed  to  a  bellig- 
erent destination,  whether  the  voy- 
age be  direct  or  indirect ;  such 
seizure,  however,  is  restricted  to 
actual  contraband,  and  does  not 
extend  to  the  ship  or  other  car^o, 
except  in  cases  of  fraud  or  bad  faith 
on  the  part  of  the  owners,  or  of  the 
roaster  with  their  sanction.  Ves- 
sels conveying  contraband  careo  to 
belligerent  ports  not  under  block- 
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The  destination  of  the  goods  is  usually,  but  not  invariably, 
determined  from  that  of  the  ship.  If  the  destination  of  the 
ship  be  neutral,  that  of  the  goods  is  neutral ;  if  it  be  hostile, 
that  of  the  goods  is  hostile.  Until  the  American  Civil  War 
the  presumption  by  which  the  destination  of  the  goods  was 
deduced  from  that  of  the  ship  was  generally  regarded  as  con- 
clusive. During  the  course  of  that  war,  however,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  rendered  several  decisions,  the 
effect  of  which  was  to  extend  considerably  the  rights  of  bel- 
ligerents at  the  expense  of  those  of  neutrals.  As  the  new  rule 
IS  likely  to  receive  considerable  support  in  future  wars,  it  is 
important  to  understand  its  relation  to  the  old  rule  of  inter- 
national law  upon  the  same  subject.  The  rule  laid  down  by 
the  court  was  that  the  destination  of  the  goods,  rather  than 
that  of  the  ship^  was  to  be  inquired  into  by  the  court,  in 
determining  the  liability  to  capture.  If  the  result  of  such 
inquiry  showed  that  the  goods  were  destined  to  the  military 
use  of  a  belligerent,  thfey  were  held  liable  to  condemnation. 


ade,  under  circumstances  of  fraud 
or  bad  faith,  are  liable  to  seizure 
and  condemnation  from  the  com- 
mencement to  the  end  of  the  voy- 
age."— The  Bermuda^  3  Wallace, 
514.  "The  trade  of  neutrals  with 
belligerents  in  articles  not  con- 
traband is  absolutely  free  unless 
interrupted  by  blockade.  The 
conveyance  by  neutrals  to  bellig- 
erents of  contraband  articles  is 
always  unlawful,  and  such  articles 
may  always  be  seized  during  tran- 
sit by  sea."  —  The  Peterhoff,  5 
Wallace,  a 8.  "Vessels  conveying 
contraband  cargo  to  belligerent 
ports  not  under  blockade,  under 
circumstances  of  fraud  or  bad 
faith,  or  cargo  of  any  description  to 
belligerent  ports  under  blockade, 
are  uable  to  seizure  and  condem- 
nation from  the  commencement 
to  the  end  of  the  voyage." — The 
Bermuda,  3  Wallace,  514.  "A 
vovage  from  a  neutral  port  to  a 
belligerent  port  is  one  and  the 


same  voyage,  whether  the  desti- 
nation be  ulterior  or  direct,  and 
whether  with  or  without  the  inter- 
position   of    one    or    more    inter- 
mediate ports,   and  whether  it  be 
performed  by  one  vessel  or  sev- 
eral employed  in  the  same  trans- 
action   and    in    the    accomplish- 
ment   of    the    same    purpose." — 
Ibid.     See  also  the  Jonge  Pieter, 
4  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  79;  the 
Freundschaft,  Ibid.  p.  96;  the  Jung- 
frau  Charlotta,  i  Acton,  Adm.  Rep. 
p.    171;  the  Maria,   j  Robinson, 
^65;  the  Polly,  2  Ibid.  361;  the 
Imanuel,  Ibid.  197.     The  cases  of 
the  Springbok  and  the  Peierhoff, 
which  arose  during  the  American 
Civil  War,  in  which  the  doctrine 
of  continuous  voyages  was  recog- 
nized and  applied,  have  proved  to 
be  less  important  in  their  effects 
upon    the    relations   between   be- 
ligerents  and    neutrals   than  was 
expected    when     they    were    de- 
cioed. 
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even  though  they  were  ostensibly  destined  to  a  neutral  port. 
The  application  of  the  rule  is  illustrated  by  the  cases  of  the 
Springbok  and  Pctcrhoff, 

Case  of  the  "  Springbok**  The  Springbok  was  a  neutral  ship 
of  English  ownership,  which  sailed  from  London  in  Decem- 
ber, 1862,  having  on  board  a  cargo  made  up  in  great  part  of 
contraband  of  war.  The  destination  of  the  vessel,  as  indi- 
cated by  her  custom-house  certificate,  certificate  of  clearance, 
and  manifest  of  cargo,  was  Nassau,  N.  P.,  a  British,  and  there- 
fore neutral,  port.  On  February  3,  1863,  she  was  captured 
by  a  public  armed  vessel  of  the  United  States,  on  the  high 
seas,  about  one  hundred  and  fifty  miles  east  of  her  port  of 
destination.  She  was  conveyed  to  New  York  as  a  prize,  and 
ship  and  cargo  were  there  condemned  by  the  United  States 
District  Court,  a  tribunal  having  original  jurisdiction  in  the 
case.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court,  where  the 
decree  was  reversed  as  to  the  ship,  but  afHrmed  as  to  the 
cargo.  The  decision  of  the  court  with  regard  to  the  ship  was 
that,  when  "  the  papers  of  a  vessel  sailing  under  a  charter  party 
are  all  genuine  and  regular,  and  show  a  voyage  between  ports 
neutral  within  the  meaning  of  international  law,  and  when  the 
aspects  of  the  case  generally  are,  as  respects  the  vessel,  other- 
wise fair,  the  vessel  will  not  be  condemned  because  the  neu- 
tral port  to  which  it  is  sailing  has  been  constantly  and  noto- 
riously used  as  a  port  of  call  and  transshipment  by  persons 
engaged  in  the  systematic  violation  of  blockade,  and  in  the 
conveyance  of  contraband  of  war,  and  was  meant  by  the  own- 
ers of  the  cargo  carried  on  this  ship  to  be  so  used  in  regard 
to  it."'  The  Springbok  was  held  to  come  within  the  rule. 
"  Her  papers  were  regular,  and  they  all  showed  that  the  voy- 
age in  which  she  was  captured  was  from  London  to  Nassau, 
both  neutral  ports  within  the  definition  of  neutrality  furnish- 
ed by  international  law.  The  papers,  too,  were  all  genuine, 
and  there  was  no  concealment  of  any  of  them,  and  no  spolia- 
tion.    Her  owners  were  neutral,  and  do  not  appear  to  have 

«  The  Springbok,  5  Wallace,  |. 


CONTRABAND  OF   WAR  46 1 

had  any  interest  in  the  cargo ;  and  there  is  no  sufficient  proof 
that  they  had  any  knowledge  of  its  alleged  unlawful  destina- 
tion." ' 

The  case  of  the  cargo  was  quite  different.  The  cargo  of  the 
ship  consisted  of  over  two  thousand  packages.  Of  these  the 
bills  of  lading  disclosed  the  contents  of  less  than  one-third, 
and  concealed  the  contents  of  over  two-thirds,  of  the  entire 
cargo.  The  manifest  and  bills  of  lading  named  no  consignee, 
but  described  the  cargo  as  deliverable  to  order.  The  real 
owners  of  the  cargo  were  found  to  be  certain  firms  in  London, 
all  of  whom  had  been  the  owners  of  similar  packages  of  mer- 
chandise which  had  been  captured  on  a  previous  occasion,  and 
condemned  as  contraband.'  The  court  inferred  from  these 
facts  the  intention  of  concealing  from  the  scrutiny  of  Ameri- 
can cruisers  the  contraband  character  of  a  considerable  part  of 
the  cargo.  The  motive  of  such  concealment  being  "  the  ap- 
prehension of  the  claimants  that  the  disclosure  of  their  names, 
as  owners,  would  lead  to  the  seizure  of  the  ship  in  order  to  the 
condemnation  of  the  cargo." 

The  concealments  above  mentioned  were  not  of  themselves 
regarded  by  the  court  as  sufficient  to  warrant  the  condemna- 
tion of  the  cargo.  "  If  the  real  intention  of  the  owners  of  the 
cargo  was  that  the  cargo  should  be  unloaded  at  Nassau,  and 
incorporated  by  real  sale  into  the  common  stock  of  that 
island,"  the  cargo  should  have  been  "  restored,  notwithstand- 
ing the  misconduct  of  concealment.  What,  then,  was  the  real 
intention  ?"  This  was  inferred  by  the  court  in  part  from  the 
ship's  papers  and  in  part  from  the  character  of  the  cargo. 
The  manifest  and  bills  of  lading  showed  that  the  consignment 
was  to  order.  This  was  regarded  by  the  court  as  a  negation 
that  any  sale  was  made,  or  intended  to  be  made,  at  Nassau. 
The  final  destination  of  the  cargo,  therefore,  was  not  Nassau, 
but  some  ulterior  port,  and  must  be  inferred  from  the  charac- 
ter of  the  cargo.     A  small  part  of  this  cargo  consisted  of  arti- 


»  The  Springbok,  5  Wallace,  i.  Prize  Cases  (U.   S.  Dist.  Court), 

■The      Gertrude,     Blatchford's     374 ;  the  Stephen  Hart,  Ibid.  387. 
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cles  which  were  contraband  by  the  narrowest  definition  of  the 
term.  A  considerable  part  consisted  of  articles  useful  and 
necessary  in  war  —  such  as  army  cloth,  blankets,  boots  and 
shoes — and  therefore  contraband  within  the  construction  o{ 
English  and  American  prize-courts.  These  being  contraband, 
the  residue  of  the  cargo,  belonging  to  the  same  owners,  was 
included  in  the  decree  of  condemn|ition." 

Case  of  the  '* Peter Iioff,''  The  case  of  the  /5f/^r//£7^ resembles, 
in  some  respects,  that  of  the  Springbok,  The  Peterhoff  was 
a  steamer  which  sailed  from  London  with  proper  documents 
and  ship's  papers,  indicating  her  destination  to  be  Matamo- 
ras,  Mexico.  The  Rio  Grande,  for  a  portion  of  its  course,  sepa- 
rates the  territory  of  the  United  States  from  that  of  Mexico. 
The  city  of  Matamoras  is  situated  on  the  lower  waters  of  the 
river,  about  forty  miles  from  its  mouth,  and  directly  opposite 
the  city  of  Brownsville,  in  the  United  States.  The  Peter tioff 
never  reached  her  destination,  but  was  captured,  near  the 
island  of  $t.  Thomas,  by  the  United  States  steamer  Vander- 
bilty  on  suspicion  that  her  destination  was  the  blockaded  coast 
of  the  states  in  rebellion,  and  that  her  cargo  consisted  in  part 
of  contraband  of  war.  She  was  taken  to  New  York,  where 
ship  and  cargo  were  condemned  as  prize.  An  appeal  was 
taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  by  claimants  interested  in  the 
vessel  and  a  portion  of  the  cargo. 

The  court,  in  reaching  a  decision,  found  it  necessary  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  a  belligerent  to  blockade  a 
boundary  river,  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  ship  was 
liable  for  breach  of  blockade  or  for  carrying  contraband  of 
war.  ,  ^.  , 

Upon  this  point  the  ruling  was  that,  when  a  navigable  river 
separates  two  sovereign  states,  neither  belligerent,  fn  the  exer- 
cise of  his  right  of  blqckade,  can  interrupt  commerce'  with  the 
other  state,  if  neutral,  b'y  preventing  access  to  any  ports  of 
such  neutral  state  as  are  situated  upon  the  boundary  river  at 

'The  Springbok,  5  Wallace,  i;  241-258;  vol. xiv. Ibid, pp. 328-331; 
V  Calvo,  §§  2762-2766;  vol.  vii.  Hall,  pp.  673.  674,  note;  III  Dig. 
Revue  de  Droit  International,  pp.     Int.  Law,  I  375. 
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any  point  of  its  course.  As  the  bona  fide  destination  of  the 
ship,  as  indicated  by  its  papers,  was  Matamoras,  a  neutral 
port,  it  was  therefore  decided  that  the  ship  was  not,  and,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  could  not  be,  liable  to  condemnation 
for  breach  of  blockade. 

As  to  the  cargo,  the  decision  was  that  the  destination  of 
such  part  of  it  as  was  contraband  of  war,  according  to  the 
rules  already  cited,  was  not  the  neutral  port  of  Matamoras, 
and  ''  that  these  articles,  at  least,  were  destined  for  the  use  of 
the  rebel  forces  then  occupying  Brownsville  and  other  places 
in  the  vicinity.  Contraband  merchandise  is  subject  to  a  dif- 
ferent  rule  in  respect  to  ulterior  destination  from  that  which 
applies  to  merchandise  not  contraband.  The  latter  is  liable  to 
capture  only  when  a  violation  of  blockade  is  intended ;  the 
former,  when  destined  to  a  hostile  country,  or  to  the  actual 
military  or  naval  use  of  the  enemy,  whether  blockaded  or  not. 
The  trade  of  neutrals  with  belligerents,  in  articles  not  contra- 
band, is  absolutely  free,  except  interrupted  by  a  blockade ; 
the  conveyance  by  neutrals  to  belligerents  of  contraband  arti- 
cles is  always  unlawful,  and  such  articles  may  always  be  seized 
during  transit  by  sea.  Hence,  while  articles  not  contraband 
might  be  sent  to  Matamoras  and  beyond  to  the  rebel  region, 
where  the  communication  was  not  interrupted  by  blockade, 
articles  of  a  contraband  character,  destined  in  fact  to  a  state 
in  rebellion,  or  for  the  use  of  the  rebel  military  forces,  were 
liable  to  capture  though  primarily  destined  for  Matamoras."  * 
The  rule  that  the  ownership  of  a  portion  of  the  contraband 
cargo  rendered  articles  not  contraband,  but  belonging  to  the 
same  owners,  liable  to  condemnation  was  enforced  as  in  the 
case  of  the  Springbok? 

Penalty  for  Contraband  Trade.  The  conveyance  of  con- 
traband of  war  is  an  offence  against  the  law  of  nations.  Over 
this  offence  the  prize-courts  of  a  belligerent  are  given  jurisdic- 
tion, and,  in  the  decision  of  prize  cases,  these  courts  apply  the 

*  The  Peterhoff,  5  Wallace.  35.  65.  and  lYitJonge  Pieter,  4  Ibid.  pp. 

•  The  English  cases  of  the  Stert,  79,  85,  were  cited  by  the  court  as 
4  Robinson,  Admiralty  Reports,  p.     precedents  applicable  to  the  case. 
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rules  and  impose  the  penalties  which  are  sanctioned  by  inter- 
national law. 

The  invariable  penalty  imposed  for  the  carriage  of  contra^ 
band  is  that  of  forfeiture.  In  ordinary  cases  this  penalty  is 
applied  to  the  contraband  goods  alone,  and  to  the  freight  due 
upon  them  to  the  neutral  carrier.*  The  question  as  to  whether 
it  is  to  be  extended  to  other  parts  of  the  cargo  or  to  the  ship 
is  determined  by  the  knowledge  and  intention  of  their  owners, 
as  presumed  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  ancient 
penalty  for  engaging  in  contraband  trade  involved  the  forfeit- 
ure of  the  ship  and  the  non-contraband  cargo.  This  rule  has 
in  modern  times  been  relaxed  in  cases  where  such  contraband 
articles  make  up  a  minor  portion  of  the  cargo,  thus  creating  a 
presumption  of  innocence  in  favor  of  the  carrier.  In  other 
cases  the  old  presumption  remains,  and  the  burden  of  proof 
lies  upon  the  owner  of  the  ship  to  establish  his  innocence. 
Such  presumption  exists,  as  to  the  ship — 

{a.)  When  the  owner  of  the  ship  owns  any  part  of  the  con- 
traband cargo.  If  a  part  owner  of  the  vessel  be  shown  to 
have  an  interest  in  the  contraband  cargo,  his  share  only  is  for- 
feited.' 

(i.)  When  the  greater  part  of  the  cargo  is  contraband.  In 
this  case  the  presumption  is  that  the  owner  of  the  ship  knew 
of  the  use  to  which  his  property  was  put,  and  consented  to 
such  illegal  use." 


>  Dana's  Wheaton,  p.  663,  note 
230.  "Accordinjg;  to  the  modern 
law  of  nations — for  there  has  been 
some  relaxation  in  practice  from  the 
strictness  of  the  ancient  rules — the 
carriage  of  contraband  goods  to 
the  e^iiemy  subjects  them,  if  capt- 
ured in  delicto,  to  the  penalty  of 
confiscation ;  but  the  vessel  and  the 
remaining  cargo,  if  they  do  not  be- 
long to  the  owner  of  the  contraband 
go<xls,  are  not  subject  to  the  same 
penalty.  The  penalty  is  applied  to 
the  latter  only  when  there  has  been 
some  actual  co-operation,  on  their 
part,  in  ^  vn^ditat^d  fraud  upon  the 


belligerents,  by  covering  up  the 
fraud  under  false  papers  and  with  a 
false  destination.'  — Carrington  vs. 
Merchants'  Ins.  Co.  8  Peters.  49^. 

*  Boyd's  Wheaton,  p  584.  "  Con- 
traband articles  contaminate  the 
parts  not  contraband  of  a  cargo  if 
belonging  to  the  same  owner,  and 
the  non-contraband  must  share  the 
fate  of  the  contral)and."— The  Pe- 
terhoff,  5  Wallace.  59;  the  Rin-^ 
gende Jacob,  i  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep. 
pp.  89,  91 ;  the  Neutralitdt,  3  Ibid, 
p.  296;  Hall,  S  247;  in  Phillimore, 
§275- 

•fll  PhilUmore,  fS  27 J.  276;  the 
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(6.)  When  fraud  or  deceit  is  attempted  by  concealment,  or 
by  the  use  of  false  papers,  or  when  a  false  destination  is 
claimed.* 

{d.)  When  contraband  is  carried  in  violation  of  treaty  stipu- 
lation.' 

Rule  as  to  Innocent  Cargo.  The  innocent  cargo  is  exempt 
from  forfeiture  unless  its  ownership  is  the  same  as  that  of 
the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  contraband.' 

The  offence  of  carrying  contraband  begins  so  soon  as  the 
ship  passes  into  the  high  seas  from  the  territorial  waters  of  the 
neutral  state.  It  is  complete,  and  the  liability  to  penalty  no 
longer  exists,  when  the  articles  have  been  delivered  at  their 
hostile  destination.  A  ship  cannot  be  captured  on  its  return 
voyage,  since  there  is  no  offence  against  international  law  in 
carrying  a  cargo  of  any  character  from  a  belligerent  to  a  neu- 
tral destination.* 

Release  of  Neutral  Ship  upon  the  Surrender  of  Contraband 
Cargo.  In  a  few  instances  neutral  ships  have  been  released, 
and  allowed  to  proceed  to  their  destination,  on  condition  that 
the  contraband  articles  be  surrendered  to  the  captor.    Al- 


> 


Bermuda,  3  Wallace,  555;  II  Hal- 
leck.  pp.  245-247 ;  Dana's  Wheaton, 
p,  663,  note  230. 

*  The  Baltic,  i  Acton,  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  25;  the  Margaret,  Ibid.  p.  333; 
the  Rising  Sun,  2  Robinson*  104; 
III  Phillimore,  §§275,  276. 

■  The  Concordia,  i  Robinson,  1 19; 
the  Two  Brothers,  Ibid.  131  ;  the 
Hunter,  i  Dodson.  481;  III  Philli- 
more, §§  276,  277  ;  Hall,  S  247. 

•Hall.  %  247;  II  Halleck,  p.  247; 
III   Phillimore,  §  276;   Upton,  p. 

332. 

*"  Generally,  when  contraband 
goods  have  been  landed,  and  the 
vessel  has  proceeded  on  her  voy- 
age, neither  the  vessel  nor  the  re- 
maining cargo  is  liable  to  seizure: 
aliter,  if  the  destination  and  papers 
are  false." — Carring^ton  vs.  Mer- 
chants'  Ins.    Co..  8   Peters,   495; 


II  Halleck,  pp.  248,  249;  II  Orto- 
lan, chap.  vi.  '*  It  was  held  by  Sir 
William  Scott,  in  at  least  two  cases, 
that  the  duration  of  the  penalty 
was  prolonged  to  the  end  of^the  re- 
turn voyage  when  false  papers  Had 
been  used  to  evade  seizure  on  the 
outward  voyage.  This  view  is  prop- 
erly questioned  by  Wheaton,  on 
the  ground  that  there  must  be  a 
delictum  at  the  moment  of  seizure. 
To  subject  the  property  to  confis- 
cation, while  the  offence  no  longer 
continues,  would  be  to  extend  it 
indefinitely,  not  only  to  the  return 
voyage,  but  to  all  future  cargoes 
of  the  vessel,  which  would  thus 
never  be  purified  from  the  conta- 
gion communicated  by  the  contra- 
band articles." — Boyd's  Wheaton, 
pp.  584,  585. 
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though  this  practice  has  been  recognized  in  a  Hmited  number 
of  treaties,  it  is  entirely  opposed  to  the  rule  of  law  upon  the 
subject,  and  has  never  received,  nor  is  it  likely  to  receive,  gen- 
eral sanction.  The  surrendered  articles  must  be  carried  before 
a  prize-court  in  order  to  secure  a  decree  of  condemnation,  upon 
which  alone  a  valid  title  can  be  based.  The  court,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  ship's  papers,  frequently  finds  itself  unable  to 
determine,  from  lack  of  evidence,  whether  the  articles  are,  or 
are  not,  contraband  of  war;  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  owner, 
the  master  of  the  ship  has  no  legal  power  to  surrender  any 
portion  of  his  cargo,  except  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of 
war.* 

The  Doctrine  of  Continuous  Voyages.  In  both  of  the 
above  cases  the  doctrine  of  continuous  voyages^  originated  by 
the  English  prize-courts  at  the  beginning  of  this  century,  was 
recognized  by  the  court  in  reaching  a  decree  of  condemnation. 
By  this  doctrine  the  ultimate  destination  of  a  cargo  is  held  to 
determine  its  liability  to  capture.  If  such  destination  is  a 
neutral  port,  and  if  the  cargo  is  intended  to  be  sold  there,  and 
taken  up  as  a  part  of  the  general  stock  in  trade,  the  cargo  is 
not  liable  to  condemnation.  If,  however,  a  neutral  port  is 
made  a  new  base  of  operations,  and  the  goods  are  intended  to 
be  finally  delivered  at  a  blockaded  port ;  or  if  they  are  con- 
traband of  war,  and  are  destined  to  the  ultimate  military  use 
of  a  belligerent,  then  the  alleged  neutral  destination  will  not 
avail.  The  principle  of  continuous  voyages  is  thus  seen  to 
have  been  extended  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  its  application 
to  the  cases  of  the  Springbok  and  Peterhoffy  although  the  fun- 
damental principle  involved,  as  announced  by  Lord  Stowell  in 
his  original  decision,  has  undergone  no  material  change."    The 


*  Dana's  Wheaton,  p.  663,  note 
230;  III  Hautefeuille,  p.  274; 
Treaties  and  Conventions  of  the 
United  States,  pp.  96,  200,  260, 
327;   Field,  International  Code,  § 

877. 

'  For  a  full  account  of  the  de- 
cision of  Lord  Stowell  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  continuous  voyages,  see  the 


Polly,  2  Robinson,  Admiralty  Re- 
ports, p.  369;  the  William,  5  Ibid, 
p.  395 ;  and  the  Baltic,  i  Acton,  25 ; 
the  Imanuel,  2  Robinson,  197 ; 
the  Maria,  5  Ibid.  365 ;  the  Flora, 
6  Ibid.  9 ;  the  Ebenezer,  6  Ibid.  250. 
See,  also.  Ill  Phillimore. p.  394,  and 
Boyd's  Wheaton,  pp.  589-592. 
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later  decision  regards  the  goods  if  contraband,  and  destined 
to  an  enemy's  use,  or  to  a  blockaded  port,  as  still  liable  to 
capture,  even  when  they  were  to  have  been  discharged  at  a 
neutral  port,  with  a  view  to  reshipment  to  the  belligerent 
destination.' 

Differetue  between  the  Old  and  New  Rules.  The  rule  thus 
laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  is  un- 
doubtedly at  variance  with  the  provisions  of  international  law 
on  the  same  subject,  as  they  were  accepted  and  understood  at 
the  outbreak  of  the  Civil  War.  Neither  has  the  new  rule  re- 
ceived that  general  recognition  which  it  must  receive  to  entitle 
it  to  consideration  as  a  rule  of  international  law.  The  devel- 
opment of  steam  navigation,  however,  has  been  such  as  greatly 
to  facilitate  the  operations  of  blockade -running  and  carrying 
of  contraband.  So  important  has  this  development  been  that 
a  belligerent  would  now  suffer  great  injury  were  he  to  adhere 
to  the  old  rule  on  the  subject,  which  received  international 
sanction  at  a  time  when  maritime  commerce  was  carried  on  in 
sailing  vessels  and  before  the  application  of  steam  to  purposes 
of  navigation  h^d  become  an  accepted  fact.  Some  modifica- 
tion of  the  old  rule  is,  therefore,  both  just  and  necessary,  in 
order  to  place  a  belligerent  in  as  good  a  situation  as  that  which 
he  formerly  occupied.  What  that  modification  is  to  be  can  only 
be  deduced  from  experience,  of  which  a  sufficient  amount  has 
not  yet  been  acquired  to  justify  such  a  deduction  or  to  war- 
rant the  statement  of  a  modified  rule.  This  much  only  is  clear: 
A  powerful  belligerent  will  not,  in  the  future,  allow  himself  to 


Mn  the  case  of  the  Springbok  the 
British  Government  was  applied  to 
by  the  owners  of  the  contraband 
cargo  to  demand  restitution  of  the 
goixls  from  the  American  Govern- 
ment, or  compensation  for  their 
seizure.  The  case  was  referred  to 
the  law  officers  of  the  crown,  and 
their  opinion  was  that  the  seizure 
was  illegal.  The  case  was  referred 
to  a  mixed  commission,  and  the 
claim  was  rejected,  but  no  reason 


was  given  by  the  commission  for 
its  decision.  See  Creasy,  pp.  619, 
620,  for  a  full  and  able  discussion 
of  the  subject.  See,  also.  Field's 
International  Code,  §  859;  the 
Jonge  Pieter^  4  Robinson,  Adm. 
Kcp.  p.  79 ;  the  Maria,  5  Ibid.  p. 
365  ;  the  Freundschaft ,  4  Ibid.  p. 
96;  the  Polly,  2  Ibid.  p.  361  ;  the 
Carl  Walter,  4  Ibid.  p.  207;  the 
Mercury,  i  Ibid. p. 80;  4  Ibid.app.  A; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  p.  667,  note  231. 
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be  injured  by  articles  of  contraband  which  the  enemy  actually 
receives  from  ships  having  an  ostensibly  neutral  destination ; 
nor,  on  the  other  hand,  will  a  powerful  neutral  allow  the  prop- 
erty of  his  subjects  to  be  seized  on  the  high  seas  when  those 
goods,  although  partaking  of  the  character  of  contraband,  have 
a  bona  fide  neutral  destination.  In  the  cases  above  cited  the 
ultimate  destination  of  the  goods  was  so  clearly  hostile  as  to 
make  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  the  British  Government 
to  maintain  the  position  that  the  goods  of  its  subjects  had 
been  seized  in  the  prosecution  of  an  entirely  innocent  voyage, 
and  were  so  entitled  to  the  protection  which  that  government 
invariably  accords  to  its  subjects  when  their  rights  have  been 
wrongfully  invaded  by  a  foreign  state. 

Occasional  Contraband.  During  the  disturbed  period  inter- 
vening between  the  outbreak  of  the  French  Revolution  in 
1789  and  the  Treaty  of  Vienna  in  181 5,  the  old  usages  of 
international  law  were  subjected  to  a  severe  and  constant  strain. 
This  was  due,  in  part,  to  the  frequency  and  magnitude  of  the 
wars  that  were  carried  on,  in  which,  at  times,  nearly  all  of  the 
European  states  were  participants ;  and,  in  part,  to  the  great 
disparity  that  existed  in  the  relative  naval  and  military  power 
of  the  principal  belligerents.  During  the  greater  part  of  this 
period  the  military  supremacy  of  France  was  successfully 
maintained  against  every  effort  to  overthrow  it  by  operations 
on  land.;  on  the  other  hand,  the  supremacy  of  England  at  sea 
was  so  firmly  established  as  to  secure  even  more  general  rec- 
ognition. As  these  powers  were  generally  opposed  to  each 
other,  it  is  not  remarkable  that  they  should  have  attempted 
to  interpret  the  rules  of  war,  each  in  a  sense  favorable  to  its 
own  interests ;  and  as  the  one  was  strong  where  the  other  was 
weak,  neither  was  able  to  interpose  an  effectual  check  upon 
the  pretensions  of  the  other.  The  result  was  that  the  rules 
of  capture,  on  land  and  sea,  underwent  a  considerable  modifi- 
cation in  the  interest  of  belligerents,  and  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  rights  of  neutrals,  as  those  rights  were  then  understood. 
This  influence  upon  the  law  of  maritime  capture  was  the  more 
powerful  from  the  fact  that  the  northern  states  of  Europe, 
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and,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  United  States  as  well,  entered 
into  general  commerce  largely  as  producers  of  raw  materials, 
which  were  consumed  by  the  principal  belligerents,  and  so 
were  obliged  to  find  a  market  in  belligerent  territory.  Thus, 
while  these  states  were  generally  neutral,  they  were  not  strong 
enough  at  sea,  even  when  acting  in  concert,  to  assert  effec- 
tively their  views  of  neutrality,  or  even  to  successfully  main- 
tain their  neutral  rights. 

Under  these  circumstances,  not  only  was  neutral  commerce 
likely  to  suffer  from  any  extension  of  the  definition  of  contra- 
band, but  the  commercial  prosperity  of  neutral  states  was 
made  to  depend,  in  no  small  degree,  upon  that  definition 
being  closely  restricted  in  its  application  to  neutral  property. 
Such  an  extension  was  effected  by  the  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  occasional  contraband,  by  the  English  prize-courts,  to 
cargoes  of  neutral  merchandise.  According  to  this  rule  arti- 
cles were  condemned  which  had  previously  either  been  exempt 
from  seizure,  or,  if  regarded  as  contraband,  had  acquired  that 
character  only  in  exceptional  cases,  where  the  circumstances 
pointed  clearly  to  an  undoubtedly  hostile  destination.  The 
articles  so  condemned  were  those  usually  classified  as  naval 
stores  and  provisions ;  and  neutral  states  resisted  the  applica- 
tion of  the  new  rule,  partly  because  of  the  extreme  hardship 
of  the  case,  and  partly  because  it  was  not,  and  had  never  been, 
generally  recognized  as  a  rule  of  international  law.* 


I  "  By  the  modern  law  of  nations 
provisions  are  not,  in  general, 
deemed  contraband ;  but  they  may 
become  so,  although  the  property 
of  a  neutral,  on  account  of  the  par- 
ticular situation  of  the  war,  or  on 
account  of  their  destination.  If 
destined  for  the  ordinary  use  of 
life  in  the  enemy's  country,  they 
are  not,  in  general,  contraband :  but 
it  is  otherwise  if  destined  for  mili- 
tary use.  Hence,  if  destined  for 
the  army  or  navy  of  the  enemy,  or 
for  his  ports  of  naval  or  military 
equipment,  they  ar^  de^n)ed  qqp- 

31 


traband.  Another  exception  from 
being  treated  as  contraband  is 
where  the  provisions  are  the 
growth  of  the  neutral  exporting 
country.  But  if  they  be  the  growth 
of  the  enemy's  country,  and  more 
especially  if  the  property  of  his 
subjects,  and  destined  for  enemy's 
use,  there  does  not  seem  any  good 
reason  for  the  exemption ;  for,  as 
Sir  William  Scott  has  observed,  in 
such  a  case  the  party  has  not  only 
gone  out  of  his  way  for  the  sup- 
ply of  the  enemy,  but  he  has  as- 
sisted him  by  taking  oS  his  surplus 
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The  English  prize-courts  admitted  the  force  of  the  objec- 
tion and  the  irregularity  of  the  practice  by  a  somewhat  less 
rigorous  application  of  the  new  rule,  and  certain  mitigating 
circumstances  were  recognized  as  creating  presumptions  in 
favor  of  innocence.  In  their  application  of  the  modified  rule 
it  was  held  that  if  the  goods  were  produce  of  a  neutral  state, 
and  were  shipped,  as  raw  materials,  to  strictly  commercial 
ports,  these  facts  were  allowed  to  weigh  against  condemna- 
tion and  in  favor  of  restoration.' 

The  Rule  of  Pre-emption.  At  a  later  period  the  original 
doctrine  was  still  further  modified  by  the  adoption  of  the  rule 
of  pre-emptiofiy  by  which  the  prize-courts,  in  some  cases,  decreed 
the  purchase  of  the  cargo  at  its  value  at  the  port  of  origin, 
together  with  freight  and  demurrage,  with  a  fair  mercantile 
profit,  usually  ten  per  cent.,  instead  of  condemning  it  as  con- 
traband of  war.'  The  rule,  as  modified,  continued  to  be  en- 
forced until  the  close  of  the  period  of  the  Napoleonic  wars. 
Their  justice  was  not  discussed  at  the  Congress  of  Vienna, 
and  the  Treaty  of  Vienna  contained  no  provisions  upon  the 
subject  of  maritime  capture  or  contraband  of  war.  They 
never  received  such  general  sanction  as  to  entitle  them  to  be 
accepted  as  rules  of  international  law.  On  the  other  hand, 
they  were  objected  to  from  the  first,  and  so  seriously  as  to 
lead  to  the  formation  of  alliances  to  resist  their  application. 
They  are  no  longer  seriously  maintained  as  rules  of  interna- 
tional obligation ;  and  it  may  safely  be  said  that  no  modem 
state  would  permit  the  property  of  its  subjects  to  be  confis- 
cated by  the  operation  of  rules  the  justice  of  which  it  did 


commodities." — The  Commercen,  i 
Wheaton,  382  [388].  "Admitting: 
that  provisions  are  not.  in  general, 
contraband  of  war,  it  is  deaf  that 
they  become  so  when  destined  to 
a  port  of  naval  equipment  of  an 
enemy,  and,  a  fortiori,  when  des- 
tined for  the  supply  of  his  army." 
— Maisonnaire  vs,  Keating,  2  Gal- 


lison,  335 ;    III    Dig.  Int.   Law,  $ 

370. 

•  Thefonge  Margaret  ha,  i  Rob- 
inson, Adm.  Rep.  p.  189;  III  Phil- 
limore.  §|  249-259. 

'  See  Admiralty  Instructions  of 
Tune  8, 1793,  and  the  British  Orders 
\n  Council  of  April.  1795;  Dana's 
Wheaton,  §}  485-501,  note  226;  II 
Halleck,  pp.  261-266. 
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not  recognize,  or  by  the  exercise  of  rights  which  were  not 
sanctioned  by  international  law.^ 


?  References.  For  further  information  upon  this  subject  the  student 
IS  referred  to  Vattel,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  H  112,  113;  II  Azuni,  chap.  ii. 
pp.  144-157;  Hall,  part  iv.  chaps,  v.  vi.;  Boyd's  Wheaton,  %%  476-508; 
V  Calvo,  II  3708-2826;  Halleck,  chap,  xxvi.;  Manning,  book  v.  chaps, 
vii.  viii.;  Ill  Phillimore,  pp.  387-472;  IlWildman,  pp.  2x0-245;  Dahl- 
gren,  pp.  65-100;  Woolsey,  ||  193-199;  Nys,  "La  Guerre  Maritime/' 
chap,  iii.;  Glass,  ** Marine  International  Law,"  pp.  464-508;  II  G.  P. 
De  Martens.  ||  314-319;  II  Ortolan,  chap,  vi.;  II  Twiss,  chap,  vii.; 
Lawrence,  "International  Laif?,"  chap,  vi.;  Dana's  Wheaton,  ||  476- 
508;  Lawrence's  Wheaton,  g|  476-508;  III  Digest  of  International  Law, 
|g  368-391;  Wheaton,  "History  of  the  Law  of  Nations,'*  pp.  115,  134, 
313-401;  Klubef.  11  288-292;  Heffter,  pp.  296,  304;  and  II  HautefeuiUe, 
pp.  69-189.  See  also  the  article  entitled  "  Les  Droits  de  la  Contrebande 
de  Guerre,"  by  M.  R.  Kleen,  vol.  xxv.  "Revue  de  Droit  International," 
pp.  7-34,  132-161,  239-286,  389-409;  vol.  xxvi.  Ibid.  pp.  214-218;  vol. 
xxvii.  Ibid.  pp.  58-75;  R.  Westlake,  vol.  il.  Ibid.  p.  614;  Taylor,  Inter- 
national Law,  and  Oppenheim,  title  "  Contraband." 

*  in    Phillimote,    gg    267-270;      x  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  338; 
Manning,  pp.  359,  393;  V  Calvo,      the  Haabet,  a  Ibid,  p,  174. 
1 1 2  7  90-2  795;  the  Sarc^  Christina, 


CHAPTER  XIV 

BLOCKADE:    BREACH    OF    BLOCKADE 

Nature  of  the  Restriction.  The .  most  extensive,  and  in 
some  respects  the  most  effective,  restraint  which  the  law  of 
nations  permits  a  belligerent  to  impose  upon  neutral  com- 
merce is  that  involved  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  block- 
ade. The  rules  of  maritime  capture  permit  him  to  seize  upon 
the  high  seas  certain  contraband  articles,  which  are  destined 
to  the  enemy's  use,  or  are  calculated  to  aid  that  enemy  in  his 
military  operations.  But  non-contraband  articles  are  exempt 
from  seizure,  even  though  they  have  a  belligerent  destination, 
and  the  ship  incurs  no  liability  whatever.  By  the  establish- 
ment of  a  blockade,  however,  he  may  not  only  prevent  the  in- 
troduction of  contraband  articles,  but  may  absolutely  prohibit 
access  to  his  enemy's  coast,  and  so,  for  the  time,  interrupt  all 
commercial  intercourse  with  the  outside  world.* 

Definition.  The  interruption  or  suspension  of  neutral  com- 
merce which  results  from  the  forcible  closing  of  a  belligerent's 
ports  or  harbors  is  called  a  bloekade.  A  belligerent,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  this  right,  may  choose  any  port  or  harbor  of  his  en- 
emy, any  portion  of  his  coast  line,  or  any  entrance  to  a  river, 
gulf,  or  bay,  situated  entirely  within  the  territorial  limits  of  a 
hostile  state.'     He  may  not,  however,  by  the  establishment  of 


*  II  Ortolan,  liv.  iii.  chap.  ix.  pp. 
326,  327;  Upton,  pp.  275,  276;  V 
Calvo.§§  2827-2829;  Snow.  p.  148. 

*  "  One  belligerent  engaged  in 
actual  war  has  a  right  to  blockade 
the  ports  of  the  other,  and  neutrals 
are  bound  to  respect  that  right. " — 
The  Prize  Cases,  2  Black,  35.  "To 
justify  the  exercise  of  this  right. 


and  legalize  the  capture  of  a  neu- 
tral vessel  for  violating  it.  a  state 
of  actual  war  must  exist,  and  the 
neutral  must  have  knowledge  or 
notice  that  it  is  the  intention  of 
one  belligerent  to  blockade  the 
ports  of  the  other." — Ibid.  To 
create  this  and  other  belligerent 
rights,  as  against  neutrals,  it  is  not 
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a  naval  blockade,  attempt  to  assume  control  over  commerce  by 
land,  or  deny  access  to  a  river,  or  other  navigable  water  bound- 
ary, between  the  territory  of  his  enemy  and  that  of  a  neutral.' 
He  may  prevent  access  to  the  blockaded  coast  by  means  of 
ships-of-war  or  by  batteries  on  land,  or,  if  the  circumstances 
be  favorable,  both  measures  may  be  resorted  to.  He  may,  by 
an  investment,  blockade  a  fortified  place  on  land;  and  this 
may  be  done  as  an  incident  of  siege  operations,  or  with  a  view 
to  the  reduction  of  the  place  by  cutting  off  its  supplies  of 
food  or  water.  The  right  of  a  belligerent  to  blockade  an  en- 
emy's port  arises  from  his  right  to  besiege  it.  The  right  is  the 
same  in  both  cases ;  the  two  operations  differ  in  purpose  only ; 
in  the  one  case  the  reduction  of  the  place  is  the  object  aimed 


necessary  that  the  paitjr  claiming 
them  should  be  at  war  with  a  sepa- 
rate and  independent  power;  the 
parties  to  a  civil  war  are  in  the 
same  predicament  as  two  nations 
who  engage  in  a  contest  and  have 
recourse  to  arms."— Ibid. 

>  Hall.§  266;  II  Ortolan,  p.  332. 
••  The  mouth  of  the  Rio  Grande  was 
not  included  in  the  blockade  of 
the  ports  of  the  rebel  states,  set 
on  foot  by  the  National  Govern- 
ment during  the  late  rebellion; 
and  neutral  commerce  with  Mat- 
amoros,  a  neutral  town  on  the  Mex- 
ican side  of  the  river,  except  in  con- 
traband destined  to  the  enemy,  was 
entirely  free."— The  Peterhoff,  5 
Wallace,  28.  **SemhU,  that  a  bel- 
ligerent cannot  blockade  the  mouth 
ofa  river  occupied  on  one  bank  by 
neutrals  with  complete  rights  of 
navigation." — Ibid.  "A  neutral,  pro- 
fessing to  be  engaged  in  trade  with 
a  neutral  port,  under  circumstances 
which  warrant  close  observation 
by  a  blockading  squadron,  must 
keep  his  vessel,  while  discharging 
or  receiving  cargo,  so  clearly  on 
the  neutral  side  of  the  blockading 
line  as  to  repel,  so  far  as  position 
can  repel,  all  imputation  qi  an  in- 


tent to  break  the  blockade.  N^ 
lect  of  that  duty  may  well  justify 
capture  and  sendmg  m  for  adjudi- 
cation; though,  in  the  absence 
of  positive  evidence  that  the  neg- 
lect was  wilful,  it  might  not  justify 
a  condemnation." — The  Dashing 
Wave,  5  Wallace,  170.  "A  neu- 
tral vessel,  at  anchor,  completely 
laden  with  a  neutral  cargo,  on  the 
neutral  side  of  a  river  dividing 
neutral  from  hostile  water,  wash* 
ing  a  blockaded  coast,  was  captured 
as  being  subject  to  just  suspicion 
of  an  intent  to  break  the  blockade. 
The  captain  of  the  vessel  (who 
was,  however,  absent  at  the  time 
of  capture)  and  the  mate,  being 
examined  in  freparatorio,  testified 
that  she  was  in  neutral  water  when 
captured ;  a  stevedore,  yet  on  board* 
that  she  had  drifted  to  the  place 
where  she  was  taken  under  stress 
of  weather;  he  not  knowing 
whether,  when  captured,  she  was 
in  neutral  water  or  not :  Held,  that 
this  preliminary  testimony  war- 
ranted restoration." — The  Teresita, 
5  Wallace,  180;  The  Frau  Ilsabe, 
4  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  64;  the 
Steri,  Ibid.  p.  66 ;  Xh^Jonge  Pieter, 
Ibid.  p.  79 ;  the  <?^^a«.  3  Ibid.  p.  297, 
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at;  in  the  other,  the  interruption  of  the  commercial  inter- 
course/ 

What  is  a  Valid  Blockade?  At  one  time  considerable 
doubt  existed  as  to  the  manner  in  which  an' enemy's  ports 
should  be  closed,  in  order  to  constitute  a  blockade  which 
should  be  valid  at  international  law.  This  was  set  at  rest 
by  the  fourth  article  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris,  which  pro* 
vides  that  "a  blockade,  to  be  binding,  must  be  effective.*' 
To  this  declaration  nearly  all  the  civilized  states  of  the  world 
were  signatory  parties,  and,  as  the  United  States  has  always 
maintained  the  principle  announced  in  the  declaration,  that 
rule  may  now  be  accepted  as  the  existing  rule  of  international 
law  upon  th'^  subject.' 

Haw  Established  and  Notified,  As  an  attempt  to  enter  a 
blockaded  port  is  a  flagrant  violation  of  international  law, 
involving  both  ship  and  cargo  in  the  severest  penalties,  it  is 
important  that  official  information  of  its  existence  should  be 
conveyed  to  neutrals,  in  order  that  they  may  know  when  inter- 
course with  the  place  becomes  illegal  and  their  liability  to 
capture  begins.  This  is  important,  because  none  but  effective 
blockades  are  recognized  as  lawful,  and,  until  a  de  facto 
blockade  is  established,  neutrals  are  under  no  obligation 
to  relinquish  their  commercial  intercourse  with  an  enemy's 
port.  In  other  words,  a  neutral  vessel  incurs  no  penalty 
by  entering  a  port  which  is  not  actually  blockaded  by  the 


'  "  A  blockade  may  be  made  ef- 
fectual by  batteries  on  shore  as 
well  as  by  ships  afloat,  and^in  case  of 
an  inland  port,  may  be  maintained 
by  batteries  commanding  the  river 
or  inlet,  by  which  it  may  be  ap- 
proached, supported  by  a  naval 
force  sufiicient  to  warn  off  inno- 
cent and  ca]f>ture  offending  i^essels 
attempting  to  enter/' — The  Ctrcas- 
Stan,  2  Wallace,  135;  V  Calvo.  §§ 
2828-2840 ;  Manning,  pp.  402,  403 ; 
II  Halleck,  pp.  212-215;  Hall,  §§ 
2  57-260 ;  KlUber, }  297 ;  Lawrence, 
If  269-271 ;  Bluntschli,  §§  827^840 ; 


the  Nanc^,  i  Acton,  Adm.  Rep.  p. 
64;  the  Eagle,  Ibid.  p.  65 ;  III  Dig. 
Int.  Law,  §i  359.  360. 

'  II  Halleck,  p.  215:  Halt,  }  257; 
Creasy,  §  600 ;  Lawrence,  Int.  Law, 
§  272.  A  paper,  or  constructive, 
blockade  is  one  established  by 
proclamation  without  the  actual 
presence  of  an  adequate  blockad- 
mg  force  to  prevent  the  entrance 
of  neutral  vessels  into  the  port  or 
ports  so  pretended  to  be  blockaded. 
— II  Halleck,  p.  216.  See,  also. 
For.  Rel.  U.  S.  1879^  pp.  886-893, 
1038,  1039. 
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ships    or   batteries    of    a   belligerent      This    notification   is 
given — ' 

:  I.)  By  proclamation^  announcing  the  date  upon  which  a 
blockade  will  be  established  at  a  particular  port.  If  a  force 
adequate  to  the  maintenance  of  the  blockade  be  not  stationed 
opposite  the  blockaded  port  on  the  date  mentioned  in  the 
proclamation,  a  neutral  vessel  incurs  no  penalty  by  entering 
or  leaving  the  port.  This  is  the  practice  of  England  and  the 
United  States."  A  blockade  solely  isupported  by  proclamation, 
sometimes  -railed  a  paper  blockade,  is  not  lawful  and  need  not 
be  observed  by  neutrals.  Such  undertakings  were  not  infre- 
quently resorted  to  by  Great  Britain  and  France  during  the 
Napoleonic  wars,  and  were  finally  placed  under  the  ban  of 
international  law  by  the  clause  of  the  Declaration  of  Paris 
that  blockades  to  be  binding  must  be  effective.' 

(^.)  By  notification  or  endorsement.  This  is^  in  substance, 
a  warning  given  to  neutral  ships  which  are  about  to  enter  a 
blockaded  port.  The  notification  is  given  by  ships  of  the 
blockading  squadron,  and  is,  or  should  be,  endorsed  on  the 
ship*  s  papers  of  the  vessel  notified  or  warned  away.  An 
attempt  to  enter  after  such  notification  constitutes  a  breach 
of  blockade,  and  renders  the  vessel  liable  to  seizure  and  con- 
demnation.* 

^By  proclamation  and  notification.  This  is  a  combination 
of  the  preceding  methods.  A  proclamation  is  first  issued  fix- 
ing the  date  upon  which  the  blockade  will  be  established.  A 
neutral  vessel  approaching  the  port  after  that  date  is  warned 


^^  bahlgren,  Int.  Law,  pp.  26,  6i ; 
tjbeu^tf^j^,  I  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep. 
Pv93 ;  ^he  Nancv^  i  Acton,  Ibid.  p. 
04;  the  Eagle,  Ibid.  p.  65. 

*  II  Halleck,  p.  217 ;  II  Wildman, 
pp.  187-194;  II  Ortolan,  liv.  iii. 
chap.  ix.  p.  335 ;  the  Vrtnv  Johan'- 
fuif  2  Robinson,  Adm.  Rep.  p.  109. 
For  a  proclamation  of  the  States- 
General  of  Holland  instituting  a 
blockade,  sec  3  Robinson,  326,  327, 
note. 

■  V  Calvo,  SS  2909-2938.    For  the 


British  Orders  in  Council  and  the 
Berlin  and  Milan  decrees  of  the 
Emperor  Napoleon,  see  Edwards's 
Admiralty  Report^,  Appendices  A 
to  X. 

*  it  is  a  settled  rule  that  a[  vessel 
in  a  blockaded  port  is  presumed  to 
have  notice  of  a  blockade  as  soon 
as  it  commences, — The  Prize  Cases, 
2  Black,  635 ;    III  Dig.  Int;  Law» 

tl  359»  360;   the  Vroew  Judith,  i 
lobinson,  150. 
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ofT  by  the  blockading  squadron,  and  is  only  regarded  as  liable 
to  capture  if,  after  such  warning,  an  attempt  be  made  to 
enter.  This  rule  is  advocated  by  France,  and  was  outlined 
by  the  President  of  the  United  States  in  his  proclamation  of 
April  19,  1 861.  The  prize-courts  of  the  United  States  have 
ruled  that  the  second  notification  is  not  legally  necessary.' 

It  is  thus  seen  that  a  mere  notification,  by  proclamation  or 
otherwise,  not  accompanied  by  the  presence  of  a  squadron, 
or  by  the  establishment  of  batteries  at  the  blockaded  port, 
does  not  constitute  a  valid  blockade  at  international  law.''  On 
the  other  hand,  if  a  de  facto  blockade  be  established  by  a  bel- 
ligerent at  an  enemy's  port,  it  must  be  respected  by  neutrals 
as  having  the  sanction  of  international  law.'  Neutral  vessels 
attempting  to  enter,  or  desiring  in  good  faith  to  ascertain 
whether  such  a  blockade  exists,  are  entitled  to  a  notification 
or  warning.  An  attempt  to  enter  by  night,  or  by  the  use  of 
force  or  deception,  or  a  refusal  to  stop,  or  to  observe  the  sig- 
nals and  warning  guns  of  the  blockading  squadron,  renders 
the  vessel  liable  to  capture;  the  presumption  being  that  a 
breach  of  blockade  is  intended.  By  far  the  greater  number 
of  attempts  to  break  blockade  are  made  in  this  way.' 

The  presence  of  a  blockading  squadron  makes  either  ingress 
or  egress  unlawful.  Vessels  in  port  at  the  date  when  the  block- 
ade begins  are  permitted  to  leave  with  whatever  cargo  they 
may  have  on  board  at  that  time.  In  strictness,  they  may  not 
complete  their  lading,  after  the  blockade  has  been  formally. 


>  1\itHeinrtch  aLndAfaria.i  Rob- 
inson, Adm.  Rep.  p.  146;  VCalvo, 
§1  2828-2839;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§ 
359,  360.  "  It  seems  that  by  the 
true  construction  of  the  proclama- 
tion of  the  President  of  April  19, 
1 861,  only  those  who  are  ignorant 
of  the  blockade  are  entitled  to  the 
warning  and  endorsement  men- 
tioned in  the  proclamation."  — 
The  Revere^  2  Sprague,  107.  "As 
p'jainst  the  rel>els,  the  United 
States  has  both  sovereign  and  bel- 
ligerent rights.   In  establishing  the 


blockade  it  has  exercised  only  bel- 
ligerent rights,  and  as  a  sovereign 
it  might,  by  a  municipal  regula- 
tion, have  interdicted  all  commerce 
with  ports  in  the  states  of  the  in- 
surgents."— Ibid. 

*  Dahlgren.  Int.  Law,  p.  51;  III 
Dig.  Int.  Law,  $$  359,  360.  "  Neu- 
trals  may  question  the  existence 
of  a  blockade,  and  challenge  the 
authority  of  the  party  which  has 
undertaken  to  establish  it." — Prize 
Cases,  2  Black,  635. 

'  Dahlgren,  Int.  Law,  p.  51. 
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established,  and  they  have  been  held  liable  to  capture  for  so 
doing.'  As  the  object  of  a  simple  blockade  is  the  interrup- 
tion of  commercial  intercourse  only,  the  public  armed  vessels 
of  neutral  powers  are  usually  permitted  to  enter  and  leave  a 
blockaded  port.  Their  visit  is  for  a  public  purpose ;  they  do 
not  carry  in  or  bring  out  merchandise,  and  so  cannot  inter- 
fere with  the  purpose  for  which  the  blockade  was  established. 
Moreover,  a  refusal  to  permit  them  to  enter  may  inflict  un- 
necessary hardship  upon  a  neutral  government  or  its  subjects, 
without  in  any  way  contributing  to  the  purpose  for  which  the 
war  was  undertaken.* 

Cases  of  Innocent  Entrance  and  Exit,  Hall  mentions  a  few 
instances  in  which  merchant  vessels  may  pass  into,  or  out  of, 
a  blockaded  port  without  breach  of  blockade. 

{a.)  When  a  maritime  blockade  does  not  form  part  of  a 
combined  operation  by  sea  and  land,  internal  means  of  trans- 
port by  canals,  which  enable  a  ship  to  gain  the  open  sea  at  a 
point  which  is  not  blockaded,  may  be  legitimately  used.  The- 
blockade  is  limited  in  its  effect  by  its  own  physical  imperfec- 
tion. Thus,  during  a  blockade  of  Holland,  a  vessel  and  cargo 
sent  to  Embden,  which  was  in  neutral  territory,  and  issuing 
from  that  port,  was  not  condemned.' 

{b,)  If  a  vessel  is  driven  into  a  blockaded  port  by  such  dis- 
tress of  weather,  or  want  of  provisions  or  water,  as  to  render 
entrance  an  unavoidable  necessity,  she  may  issue  again,  pro- 
vided her  cargo  remains  intact.*    And  a  ship  which  has  been 


*  '*  That  a  belligerent  may  law- 
fully blockade  the  port  of  his 
enemy  is  admitted.  But  it  is  also 
admitted  that  this  blockade  does 
not,  according  to  modern  usage, 
extend  to  a  neutral  vessel  found  in 
port,  nor  prevent  her  coming  out 
with  the  cargo  which  was  on  board 
when  the  blockade  was  instituted. 
If,  then,  such  a  vessel  be  restrained 
from  proceeding  on  her  voyage  by 
the  blockading  squadron,  the  re- 
straint is  unlawful."— Olivera  v^- 


Union  Insurance  Co.,  3  Wheaton, 
194. 

•  Hall,  Int.  Law,  p.  627;  the 
Adonis,  5  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  p.  258 ; 
the  Mariana  Flora,  7  Wncaton, 
59;  the  Alexander,  4  Rob.  Adm. 
Rep.  p.  93;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §§ 

359.  3«>-  «         .  .       r. 

■  The  Stert,  4  Rob.  Adm.  Rep. 

p.  65 ;  the  Twee  Gebroeders,  3  Ibid. 

p.  336;  the  Magnus,  i  Ibid.  p.  31. 

*  The  Hurtige  Hane,  2  Rob.  Adm. 
Rep.  p.  324;  the  Forfuna,  5  Ibid. 
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allowed  by  a  blockading  force  to  enter,  within  its  sight,  is 
justified  in  assuming  a  like  permission  to  come  out ;  but  the 
privilege  is  not  extended  to  cargo  taken  on  board  in  the  block- 
aded port.' 

Breach  of  Blockade :  Penalty.  The  offence  of  attempting 
to  enter  or  depart  from  a  port  or  place  of  a  belligerent  against 
which  a  lawful  blockade  has  been  established  is  called  a 
breach  of  blockade.  An  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  neutral 
merchant  ship  to  enter  a  blockaded  port  constitutes  a  breach 
of  blockade  by  ingress ;  an  attempt  to  escape  from  such  block- 
aded port  or  place  constitutes  a  breach  of  blockade  by  egress. 
The  penalty  for  breach  of  blockade  consists  in  the  forfeiture 
of  the  ship  and  cargo.  As  the  offence  consists  in  carrying  on 
commercial  intercourse  with  a  blockaded  port,  the  forfeiture 
includes  everything  which  is  engaged  in  the  illegal  venture.' 
"  If  their  owners  are  different,  the  vessel  may  be  condemned 
irrespectively  of  the  latter,  which  is  not  confiscated  when  the 
person  to  whom  it  belongs  is  ignorant  at  the  time  of  shipment 
that  the  port  of  destination  is  blockaded,  or  if  the  master  of 
the  vessel  deviates  to  a  blockaded  harbor.  If,  however,  such 
deviation  takes  place  to  a  port  the  blockade  of  which  was 
known  before  the  ship  sailed,  the  act  is  supposed  to  be  in  the 
service  of  the  cargo,  and  the  complicity  of  the  owner  is  as- 
sumed." • 

■ 

Duration  of  the  Penalty.  The  penalty  begins  when  a  vessel 
clears  from  a  neutral  port  with  a  hostile  destination  against 
which  a  blockade  has  been  regularly  established,  and  of  the 


p.  27;  the  Adonis,  5  Ibid.  p.  256; 
the  Shepherdess,  5  Ibid.  p.  262; 
the  Spes  and  Irene,  5  Ibid.  p.  79; 
the  Charlotta,  Edwards.  252 ;  the 
Elizabeth,  Ibid.  199;  Hall,  $  265; 
Bluntschli,  §  838.  '*  To  justify  a 
vessel  in  attempting  to  enter  a 
blockaded  port,  she  must  be  in 
such  distress  as  to  render  her  en- 
try a  matter  of  absolute  and  un- 
controllable necessity." — The  Z>/- 
ana,  7  Wallace,  354. 

»  Hall,  §  265 ;  the  Jafrow  Maria 


Schroeder,  3  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  p. 
160. 

•  III  Phillimore.  §$  316-321 ;  II 
Halleck,  pp.  238-240 ;  V  Calvo,  §{ 
*288o-29o8;  Hall,  S  264;  Vattel, 
liv.  ill.  chap.  vii.  \\\T\  II  Twiss, 
f§  109- 1 16;  the  Adonis,  5  Rob. 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  257;  the  Apollo, 
Ibid.  p.  287;  the  Byfield,  Edwards, 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  188;  the  Manchester, 
2  Acton,  Ibid.  p.  61. 

'  Dahlgren,  pp.  54-61 ;  Hall,  $ 
264. 
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existence  of  which  the  neutral  has,  or  is  presumed  to  have, 
sufficient  knowledge.  An  official  proclamation  of  a  blockade^ 
made  by  a  belligerent  and  communicated  to  neutral  powers, 
would  constitute  such  a  presumption  of  knowledge.*  If,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  blockade  existed  without  proclamation, 
the  presumption  would  be  in  favor  of  the  neutral  vessel,  and 
it  would  be  entitled  to  a  warning  in  approaching  the  block- 
aded port.' 

The  former  rule  was  that,  if  the  distance  between  the  ports 
of  origin  and  destination  was  so  great  as  to  require  a  consider- 
able time  in  the  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  a  neutral  was  en- 
titled to  the  presumption  that  the  blockade  had  been  raised 
during  the  continuance  of  his  voyage,  and  so  was  entitled  to  a 
warning  if  the  blockade  existed  at  the  time  of  his  arrival  at 
the  port  of  destination."    The  introduction  of  steam  and  the 


•  "  A  vessel  sailing  from  a  neutral 
port  with  intent  to  violate  a  block- 
ade is  liable  to  capture  and  con- 
demnation as  prize  from  the  time 
of  sailing." — The  Czrcassian.z^dX- 
lace,  135.  **  Where  a  vessel  knows 
of  a  blockade  when  she  sails,  and 
has  no  just  reason  to  suppose  it 
has  been  discontinued,  her  ap- 
proach to  the  mouth  of  a  block- 
aded port  for  inquiry  is  itself  a 
breach  of  the  blockade,  and  sub- 
jects both  vessel  and  cargo  to 
seizure  and  condemnation." — ^The 
Cheshire,  3  Wallace,  231  [235]. 
"  A  blockade,  once  regularly  pro- 
claimed and  established,  will  not 
be  held  to  be  ineffective  bv  con- 
tinual entries  in  the  log-book,  sup- 
ported by  testimony  of  officers  of 
the  vessel  seized,  that,  the  weather 
being  clear,  no  blockading  vessels 
were  to  be  seen  off  the  port  from 
which  the  vessel  sailed." — The^/i- 
dromeda,  2  Wallace,  481. 

•  Dahlgren,  pp.  43-54- 

•  "  No  trade  honestly  carried  on 
between  neutral  ports,  whether  of 
the  same  or  different  nations,  can 
be  lawfully  interrupted  by  J>ellig- 


erents ;  but  good  faith  must  pre- 
side over  such  commerce:  enemy 
commerce  under  neutral  disguises 
has  no  claim  to  neutral  immunity. 
.  .  .  Neutrals  may  establish  them- 
selves, for  the  purposes  of  trade,  in 
ports  convenient  to  either  bellig- 
erent; and  may  sell  or  transport 
to  either  such  articles  as  either 
may  wish  to  buy,  subject  to  the 
rislcs  of  capture  for  violation  of 
blockade  or  for  the  conveyance  of 
contraband  to  belligerent  ports."  — 
The  Bermuda,  3  Wallace,  514.  "A 
vessel  destined  for  a  neutral  port 
with  no  ulterior  destination  for  the 
ship,  or  none  by  sea  for  the  cargo 
to  any  blockaded  place,  violates  no 
blockade."— The  Peterhoff,  5  Ibid. 
28.  "  Destination  alone  justifies 
seizure  and  condemnation  of  ship 
and  cargo  in  voyage  to  ports  under 
blockade;  and  such  destination 
justifies  equally  seizure  of  contra- 
band in  voyage  to  ports  not  under 
blockade ;  but  in  the  last  case,  ship 
and  cargo  not  contraband  are  free 
from  se'izure,  except  in  case  of  fraud 
or  bad  faith."  —  The  Bermuda,  3 
Wallace,  514.'     **  Mere  sailing  for 
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telegraph,  however,  have  made  it  practically  impossible  for 
such  a  state  of  affairs  to  exist  at  the  present  time.  Indeed,  as 
blockade-running  is  now  carried  on  in  swift  steamers,  specially 
constructed  for  the  purpose,  no  defence  is  usually  attempted 
in  the  case  of  a  vessel  captured  in  the  act. 

When  the  offence  is  one  of  egress  the  penalty  continues 
until  the  vessel  reaches  the  territorial  waters  of  a  neutral  state. 
The  liability  to  capture  also  ceases  when  the  blockade  is  raised 
during  the  return  voyage,  since  the  offence  exists  only  so  long 
as  the  blockade  exists.* 

Termination  of  Blockade.  A  blockade  ceases  when  it  is  dis- 
continued by  the  belligerent  who  establishes  it,  or  is  raised 
by  an  exercise  of  force  on  the  part  of  the  belligerent  against 
whom  it  is  declared.    In  the  latter  case  the  right  of  intercourse 


a  blockaded  port  is  not  an  offence ; 
but  where  the  vessel  has  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  blockade,  and  sails  for 
the  blockaded  port  with  the  inten- 
tion of  violating  it,  she  is  clearly 
liable  to  capture."— The  Admiral, 
3  Wallace.  604.  "  A  voyage  from  a 
neutral  port  to  a  belligerent  port 
is  one  and  the  same  voyage,  whether 
the  destination  be  ulterior  or  direct, 
and  whether  with  or  without  the 
interposition  of  one  or  more  inter- 
mediate ports,  and  whether  to  be 
performed  by  one  vessel  or  by  sev- 
eral employed  in  the  same  trans- 
action and  in  the  accomplishment 
of  the  same  purpose." — The  Ber^ 
muda,  3  Wallace,  514.  "A  Brit- 
ish vessel  captured  during  the  re- 
bellion and  our  blockade  of  the 
southern  coast,  by  an  American  war 
steamer,  on  her  way  from  England 
to  Nassau,  N.  P.,  condemned  as 
intending  to  run  the  blockade ; 
Nassau  being  a  port  which,  though 
neutral  within  the  definition  fur- 
nished bv  international  law,  was 
constantly  and  notoriously  used  as 
a  port  of  call  and  transshipment  by 
persons  engaged  in  systematic  vio- 
lations of  blockade,  and  in  the  con- 


veyance of  contraband  of  war ;  the 
vessel  and  cargo  being  consigned 
to  a  house  well  known,  from  pre- 
vious suits,  to  the  court  as  so  en- 
gaged; the  second  officer  of  the 
vessel,  and  several  of  the  seamen, 
examined  in  preparatorio,  testify- 
ing strongly  that  the  purpose  of 
the  vessel  was  to  break  the  block- 
ade ;  and  the  owner,  who  was  heard, 
on  leave  siven  to  him  to  take  fur- 
ther proof  touching  the  use  he  in- 
tended to  make  of  the  steamer  after 
arrival  in  Nassau,  and  in  what  trade 
or  business  he  intended  she  should 
be  engaged,  and  for  what  purpose 
she  was  going  to  that  port,  saving 
and  showing  nothing  at  all  on  tnos 
points."  — The  Pearl,  5  Wallace, 

574. 

'  Dahlgren.  Int.  Law,  p.  54 ;  Up- 
ton, p.  287 ;  Hall,  §  263.  ••  The  liabil- 
ity to  confiscation,  which  attaches 
to  a  vessel  that  has  contracted  guilt 
by  breach  of  blockade,  does  not  at- 
tach to  her  longer  than  until  the 
end  of  her  return  voyage." — The 
IVren,  6  Wallace,  582 ;  the  IVeel- 
vaard  Van  Pillaw,  2  Rob.  Adm. 
Rep.  p.  128 ;  the  Lisette,  6  Ibid.  p. 
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with  the  port  is  revived  in  favor  of  neutrals,  and  continues 
to  exist  until  the  blockade  is  formally  and  eflEectively  re- 
established. 

If  the  vessels  of  a  blockading  squadron  are  dispersed  by 
a  storm,  the  binding  character  of  the  blockade  undergoes 
no  change.  The  vessels  of  the  squadron  return  to  their 
stations,  the  blockade  is  resumed  without  notice,  and 
neutral  vessels  approach  at  their  peril. 

The  subject  of  blockade  from  the  standpoint  of  Anglo- 
American  jurisprudence  came  before  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the  Adula,  a  British 
steamship  chartered  to  a  subject  of  the  Spanish  crown 
and  seized  June  28,  1898,  by  the  United  States  cruiser 
Marhlehead  for  attempting  to  run  a  blockade  established  at 
Guantanamo  Bay  in  the  island  of  Cuba,  at  a  point  where  a 
blockade  had  been  established  by  order  of  Admiral  Sampson, 
the  point  not  being  included  in  the  area  intended  to  be 
covered  by  the  blockade  declared  April  2 2d  by  the  President 
of  the  United  States;  the  principal  question  in  the  case  being 
whether  such  a  blockade  amounted  to  an  effectual  closing 
of  the  port  and  an  interdiction  of  the  entrance  of  all  vessels 
of  whatever  nationality  or  business.  In  determining  the 
affirmative  of  this  proposition  the  Cotut  said : 

**The  legality  of  a  simple  or  actual  blockade  as  distin- 
guished from  a  public  or  presidential  blockade  is  noticed 
by  writers  upon  international  law,  and  is  said  by  Halleck 
to  be  'constituted  merely  by  the  fact  of  an  investment, 
and  without  any  necessity  of  a  public  notification.  As  it 
arises  solely  from  facts,  it  ceases  when  they  terminate;  its 
existence  must,  therefore,  in  all  cases,  be  established  by 
clear  and  decisive  evidence*  (Halleck,  Int.  Law,  chap, 
xxiii.  sec.  10).  A  de  facto  blockade  was  also  recognized  as 
legal  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  the  Circassian,  2  Wall. 
13s,  150,  in  which  the  question  arose  as  to  the  blockade 
of  New  Orleans  during  the  Civil  War.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court  the  Chief -Justice  observed:    'There 

is  a  di^tinctipn  between  simple  £«id  public  Wockade3  which 
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supports  this  conclusion.  A  simple  blockade  may  be  es- 
tablished by  a  naval  officer,  acting  upon  his  own  discretion 
or  tmder  direction  of  superiors,  without  governmental 
notification;  while  a  public  blockade  is  not  only  estab- 
lished in  fact,  but  is  notified,  by  the  government  directing 
it,  to  other  governments.  In  the  case  of  a  simple  block- 
ade, the  captors  are  botmd  to  prove  its  existence  at  the 
time  of  capture;  while  in  the  case  of  a  public  blockade, 
the  claimants  are  held  to  proof  of  discontinuance  in  order 
to  protect  themselves  from  the  penalties  of  attempted 
violation.'  A  like  ruling  was  made  by  Sir  William  Scott 
in  the  case  of  the  Rolla,  6  C.  Rob.  364,  which  was  the 
case  of  an  American  ship  and  cargo,  proceeded  against  for 
the  breach  of  a  blockade  at  Montevideo,  imposed  by  a 
British  commander"  (176  U.  S.  366-7). 


It  is  intended  to  suspend  the  entire  commerce  of  that 
place,  and  a  neutral  is  no  more  at  liberty  to  assist  the 
traffic  of  exportation  than  of  importation.  The  utmost 
that  can  be  allowed  to  a  neutral  vessel  is  that,  having 
already  taken  on  board  a  cargo  before  the  blockade  begins, 
she  may  be  at  liberty  to  retire  with  it.  But  it  must  be 
considered  as  a  rule  which  this  court  means  to  apply,  that 
a  neutral  ship  departing  can  only  take  away  a  cargo  bona 
fide  ptu-chased  and  delivered  before  the  commencement  of 
the  blockade.  If  she  afterwards  takes  on  board  a  cargo 
it  is  a  fraudtdent  act  and  a  violation  of  the  blockade." 
It  is  also  said  by  Phillimore,  2  Int.  Law,  383,  that  'the 
object  of  a  blockade  is  to  prevent  exports  as  well  as  im- 
ports, and  to  cut  off  all  communication  of  commerce  with  the 
blockaded  place. '  The  sailing  of  a  vessel  with  a  premedi- 
tated intent  to  violate  a  blockade  is  ipso  facto  a  violation  of 
the  blockade  and  renders  the  vessel  subject  to  capture  from 
the  moment  she  leaves  the  port  of  departure.  Yeaton  vs. 
Fry,  5  Cranch,  335;  the  Circassion,  2  Wall.  86;  the 
Frederick  Molke,  1  C.  Rob.  72;  the  Columbia,  1  C.  Rob.  154. 


CHAPTER  XV 

THE   RIGHT  OF  SEARCH 

Nature  of  the  Right  The  belligerent  rights  which  have 
already  been  discussed — of  capturing  enemy  property  at  sea, 
of  seizing  contraband  of  war,  and  of  blockading  the  coasts  and 
harbors  of  an  enemy  —  could  none  of  them  be  made  effective 
were  not  belligerents  also  accorded  the  right  to  stop  and  search 
all  neutral  merchant  vessels  on  the  high  seas,  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  their  nationality  and  destination,  the  character 
and  ownership  of  their  cargoes,  and  to  effect  their  capture, 
should  the  result  of  such  examination  show  a  liability  to  capt- 
ure to  exist.* 

WAen  and  Where  Exercised,  The  right  to  stop  and  examine 
neutral  vessels  on  the  high  seas  is  called  the  belligerent  right 
of  search.  It  comes  into  existence  at  the  outbreak  of  war,  and 
is  terminated  by  the  treaty  of  peace.  Neutral  merchant  ves- 
sels, of  whatsoever  character,  are  subject  to  its  exercise,  and 
must'submit  to  search  when  required  to  do  so,  in  time  of  war, 
by  a  projperly  documented  armed  vessel  of  either  belligerent. 
If  they  refuse,  or  resist,  they  are  subject  to  seizure  and  con- 
demnation. .  If  the  right  be  exercised  by  a  belligerent  in  a 
manner  nol  ^jjivafranted  by  the  law  of  nations,  or  in  violation 
of  the  terms  *tff; a  treaty,  the  remedy  must  be  sought  through 
the  neutral  govefntneiit  under  whose  flag  the  shjip  sails.    As 


'II  Halleck,  pp.  267.  268;  the  ^23,^ 24*:  11  Twi^s,  p.  177;  Vattel, 

Maria,  i  Rob.  Adm!  Rep.  o.  3160;  fiv.  iii.  cnap.  vii.  §}  1 1  i-i  16 ;  Bello, 

the  Antelope^  10  Wheaton,  06;  the  Derecholntemacional,  partii.chap. 

Anna  Maria^  2  Ibid.  ^27;  II  Or-  viii.  \  \o\  Le  Louis ^  ^  Dod.  Adm. 

rtolan,  liv.  iii.  chapb  vii. ;   Pistoye  Rep.  p.  210;   vol.  ziz.  Revue  de 

et   Duverdy,   tit.   v.  chap.   i. ;    I  Droit  Int.  p.  367 ;  vol.  zx.  Ibid.  pp. 

Kent,  p.  153;    III  PhQlimore,  pp.  349,487. 
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to  place,  the  right  of  search  may  be  exercised  wherever  a 
capture  may  lawfully  be  made  —  i.  e.,  on  the  high  seas  or 
within  the  territorial  waters  of  either  belligerent,  but  never 
in  neutral  waters.' 

How  Exercised.     The  manner  in  which  the  belligerent  right 
of  search  is  to  be  exercised  is  determined  by  the  usage  of  na- 
tions, except  in  those  cases  in  which  it  has  been  made  the 
subject  of  treaty  stipulation.     Many  such  treaties  are  in  ex- 
istence, and  they  specify,  in  considerable  detail,  the  manner 
in  which  the  search  shall  be  conducted  by  war-ships  carrying 
the  flags  of  the  signatory  powers.     The  duty  of  submitting  is  * 
only  incumbent  upon  neutral  merchant  vessels.     Public  armed  f 
vessels  are  not  subject  to  visitation,  either  in  time  of  peace  or 
war,  and  the  merchant  vessels  of  a  belligerent  are  justified  in 
resorting  to  any  measures,  either  of  flight,  resistance,  or  de- 
ception, which  are  calculated  to  enable  them  to  escape  search 
and  inevitable  capture.     The  right  of  search  may  be  exercised  ' 
by  the  regularly  commissioned  ships-of-war  of  a  belligerent,  1 
or  by  duly  authorized  privateers  in  the  service  of  those  states 
which  still  retain  the  right  to  use  that  species  of  naval  force 
in  time  of  war.* 


'  Hall  §  270;  III  Phillimore,  pp. 
522-525,530-533;  II  Twiss.  pp. 
176,  177 ;  II  Ferguson,  f  237 ;  II 
Ortolan,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  "The 
right  of  search  is  not  a  right 
wantonly  to  vex  or  control  neu- 
tral commerce  or  indulge  in  idle 
curiosity.  It  is  a  right  growing  out 
of,  and  ancillary  to,  the  greater 
right  of  capture,  and  can  never 
arise  except  as  a  means  to  that 
end."— The  Nereide,  9  Cranch,  388 
[427].  "  The  right  of  visitation  and 
search  is  a  belligerent  right  which 
cannot  be  drawn  into  question,  but 
must  be  conducted  with  as  much 
regard  to  the  safety  of  the  vessel 
detained  as  is  consistent  with  a 
thorough  examination  of  her  char- 
acter and  voyage." — The  Anna 
Maria,  2  Wheaton,  327.    "  To  de- 


tain for  examination  is  a  right  which 
a  belligerent  may  exercise  over 
every  vessel,  except  a  national  ves- 
sel, which  he  meets  with  on  the 
ocean.  The  principal  right  neces- 
sarily carries  with  it  all  the  means 
essential  to  its  exercise;  amone 
these  may  sometimes  be  included 
the  assumption  of  the  disguise  of  a 
friend  or  an  enemy,  which  is  law- 
ful stratagem  of  war." — The  Elea- 
nor, 2  Wheaton,  345  ;  the  Antelope, 

10  Ibid.  66. 

'  II  Twiss,  pp.  176.  177  ;  Hall,  f 
273;  III  Phillimore,  pp.  536-542; 
the  Mariana  Flora,  11  Wheaton, 
i;   II   Ortolan,  liv.  iii.  chap,  vii.; 

1 1  Ferguson,  §  238 ;  vol.  xix.  Revue 
de  Droit  Int.  p.  367 ;  vol.  xx.  Ibid. 

pp.  349. 487. 
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Under  ordinary  circumstances,  a  man-of-war,  in  executing 
the  right  of  search,  hoists  its  national  color,  and  fires  an  un- 
shotted  gun,  as  a  signal  to  heave  to.  This  is  called  the  coup 
d*assura7ice^  or  affirming  gun  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  neutral  ; 
ship,  on  receiving  this  signal,  to  heave  to  at  once  and  hoist 
her  proper  national  flag.  Should  the  signal  not  be  obeyed, 
and  should  the  failure  to  obey  indicate  an  intention  to  resist 
search,  the  belligerent  cruiser  is  justified  in  resorting  to  such 
measures  of  force  as  will  compel  obedience  to  its  summons. « 
An  attempt  at  flight,  unaccompanied  by  resistance,  has  been 
held  not  to  involve  the  ship  making  it  in  the  penalty  for  re- 
sisting search.' 

The  distance  at  which  the  searching  vessel  shall  remain  is 
determined  by  the  judgment  of  her  commanding  officer,  based 
upon  the  circumstances  of  wind  and  tide,  upon  the  character 
of  the  vessel  to  be  searched,  and  the  necessity  of  remaining 
within  e^y  supporting  distance  of  the  boat's  crew  by  whom 
the  search  is  carried  on.  The  distance  at  which  a  man-of-war 
shall  remain,  when  not  regulated  by  treaty,  is  now  a  matter  of 
but  little  importance.  It  was  not  so,  however,  in  former  times, 
when  the  right  of  search  was  executed  by  privateers,  whose 
methods  of  search  and  capture  were  not  above  suspicion,  and 
when  piracy  was  a  crime  of  much  more  frequent  occurrence 
than  at  present.' 

Duty  of  Boarding  Party,  An  officer  is  sent  on  board  to 
conduct  the  search.  He  is  accompanied  by  a  boat's  crew, 
and  by  one  or  two  persons  to  assist  him  in  the  performance 
of  his  duty.     The  purpose  of  the  search  may  be  : 

*  II  Twiss,  pp.  180-183;  III  ly  insisted  upon  than  formerly. 
Phillimore,  pp.  537-541;  the  Ma-  To  detain  for  examination  is  a 
riana  Flora,  n  Wheaton,  42;  II  right  which  a  belligerent  may  ex- 
Ferguson,  §  238;  II  Ortolan,  liv.  ercise  over  every  vessel,  except 
iii.  chap.  vii.  p.  249;;  II  Halleck,  a  national  vessel,  which  he  meets 
p.    285-287;    Hall,    §§   270-277;  on  the   ocean." — The  Eleanor,   2 


now, pp.  159-162;  Glass, pp.  155-  Wheaton,    345.     "Public    vessels 

164.  of  a  neutral  power  are  not  subject 

'"The    limitation    as    to    the  to  search  by  a  belligerent  armed 

strength  of  the  search-party  can  vessel    in    time    of    war." — ^The 

be  traced  to  a  similar  origin,  and,  Eleanor,    2    Wheaton,    345;    the 

like  the  former,  is  now  less  strong-  Antelope,  zo  Ibid.  66. 
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(a.)  To  ascertain  from  the  ship's  papers  the  nationality  and 
destination  of  the  vessel. 

{b.)  To  ascertain  from  the  same  source  the  character  and 
destination  of  the  cargo. 

{c)  When  the  papers  do  not  contain  satisfactory  informa- 
tion as  to  the  character  and  destination  of  the  ship  and  cargo, 
to  ascertain  those  facts  by  actual  inspection.' 

If  the  ship's  papers  are  in  regular  form,  and  show  a  dona 
fide  neutral  origin  and  destination  of  ship  and  cargo,  the  fact 
of  the  search  having  been  made  is  noted  upon  them  by  en- 
dorsement, the  search-party  retires,  and  the  vessel  is  allowed 
to  proceed  on  its  voyage. 

If  the  papers  indicate  a  hostile  destination,  the  manifests, 
invoices,  and  bills  of  lading  are  examined,  to  ascertain  whether 
there  are  contraband  articles  on  board.  If  such  be  found,  or 
if  the  vessel  be  destined  to  a  blockaded  port,  the  ship  is  de- 
clared a  prize,  her  papers  are  sealed,  and  she  is  sent  into  port 
under  a  prize -master  for  adjudication.  A  similar  course  is 
pursued  if  there  is  sufficient  ground  for  believing  that  her 
papers  are  false,  if  any  of  them  are  concealed  or  have  been 
destroyed  with  a  view  to  evade  examination,  or  if  spoliation 
has  been  practised.' 

Release  of  Vessel  on  Surrender  of  Contraband  Cargo.  A  prac- 
tice has  obtained  to  some  extent  of  releasing  a  neutral  ship 
and  allowing  it  to  continue  its  voyage  on  condition  that  the 
contraband  part  of  the  cargo  be  surrendered.  This  method 
of  procedure  is  irreg^ular,  without  warrant  of  law,  and  is  like- 
ly to  lead  to  serious  complications.  The  captor,  by  assuming 
some  of  its  functions,  greatly  embarrasses  the  proper  prize- 
court  in  its  action  upon  the  captured  property.  The  ship's 
papers,  which  in  most  cases  constitute  all  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  court  bases  its  decree,  remain  with  the  neutral  ves- 
sel, and  the  court  is  obliged  to  proceed  in  the  case  without 

'  DahlgrenJnt.Law,p.ioo;Snow,  ton,  262;  I  Pistoye  et  Duverdy,  pb 

pp.  159-161 ;  Glass,  pp.  158-162 ;  III  237 ;  Annuaire,  Inst,  de  Droit  Int. 

DiR.  Int.  Law,  f  325.  1883,  p.  214;  III  Phillimore,  pfv. 

•  Hall,  i  273 ;  the  Eleanor,  2Whea-  533-536. 
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sufficient  information.  The  master,  under  his  general  author- 
ity as  such,  cannot  effect  a  legal  surrender  of  a  portion  of  his 
cargo  in  such  a  way  as  to  bind  the  owners.  His  action,  there- 
fore, in  a  doubtful  case,  leaves  to  the  owners  the  right  of 
demanding  through  their  government  the  restoration  of  the 
surrendered  cargo.  For  these  reasons  the  practice  should  not 
be  resorted  to  unless  authorized  by  treaty,  or  unless  the  owner, 
either  personally  or  by  his  duly  authorized  representative,  gives 
a  legal  consent  to  the  proposed  surrender.' 

Resistance  to  Search  or  Capture.  The  right  to  evade 
search  or  to  resist  capture  depends  upon  the  nationality  of 
the  ship  upon  which  such  right  is  attempted  to  be  exercised. 
As  the  merchant  vessel  of  a  belligerent  and  any  property  of 
the  enemy  which  it  carries  are  alike  subject  to  capture,  the 
penalty  of  condemnation  is  not  increased  or  affected  by  re- 
sistance or  evasion ;  an  enemy's  merchant  ship  may  therefore 
resist,  or  may  resort  to  fraud,  deceit,  or  stratagem  in  order  to 
evade  search  or  avoid  capture.'  In  respect  to  neutral  ships, 
however,  the  matter  rests  upon  quite  a  different  basis.  The 
existence  of  the  right  of  search  on  the  part  of  the  belligerents 
implies  the  existence  of  a  corresponding  duty  of  submission 
on  the  part  of  the  neutral.  A  neutral  merchant  ship  is,  there- 
fore, bound  to  submit  to  search,  in  time  of  war,  upon  the  de- 
mand of  a  public  armed  vessel  or  a  lawfully  commissioned 
cruiser  of  either  belligerent ;  if  resistance  be  attempted,  or  if 
fraud,  deceit,  or  spoliation  be  resorted  to,  the  effect  will  be  to 
cause  the  condemnation  of  the  property  so  withdrawn  from 
search  or  examination.  The  belligerent  is  also  authorized,  in 
the  event  of  resistance,  to  use  such  force  as  will  enable  him  to 
execute  the  search  or  to  effect  the  capture.' 


>  Dana's  Wheaton,jp.  665,  note. 
See,  also,  note  i,  p.  450,  ante. 

*  The  Catharina  Elizabeth,  5  Rob. 
Adm.  Rep.  p.  232.  ' 

'  II  Halleck.  p.  287 ;  Snow,  pp. 
1 59-161 ;  II  Ortolan,  pp.  259,  260  ; 
Hall.  H  275,  276 ;  V  Calvo.  Sf  2961- 
2968;  III  Phillimore,  f§  33^34o; 


Bluntschli,  §{  819-826;  Glass,  p. 
164;  the  Maria,  I  Rob.  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  375 ;  the  Despatch n  3  Ibid.  p.  279; 
th^Elsabe,  4  Ibid,  p.408 ;  the  Puris^ 
sima  Concepcian,  5  Ibid.  p.  33 ;  the 
Fanny,  i  Dodson,  Ibid.  p.  448;  the 
Topaz,  2  Acton,  Ibid.  p.  20;  the 
Skcrt  Staple,  9  Crancb,    55;  the 
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The  Right  of  Convoy.  At  a  time  when  the  rules  of  mari- 
time capture  were  rigidly,  and  at  times  harshly  and  unjustly, 
enforced,  it  is  not  remarkable  that  neutrals  should  have  sought 
to  mitigate  their  severity  by  advocating  methods  which,  while 
securing  to  belligerents  their  existing  rights,  were  also  calcu- 
lated to  relieve  neutral  commerce  from  some  of  the  burdens 
to  which  it  was  exposed  in  war.  The  most  important  attempt 
of  this  kind  was  that  originated  by  the  Baltic  powers  towards 
the  close  of  the  last  century,  which  has  become  known  as  the 
right  of  convoy.  It  was  contended,  in  behalf  of  those  powers, 
that  the  presence  of  a  public  armed  vessel,  with  a  fleet  of  neu- 
tral merchant  ships,  was  sufficient  to  exempt  them  from  search 
upon  proper  assurance  being  given,  by  the  commanding  officer 
of  the  armed  vessel,  that  the  ships  under  his  convoy  contained 
neither  enemy  goods  nor  contraband  of  war.  In  this  form  the 
right  was  first  asserted  by  Sweden,  and  later  by  Holland,  in 
the  seventeenth  century.  The  latter  power,  however,  upon 
becoming  a  belligerent,  changed  its  policy,  and  refused  to  rec- 
ognize a  practice  for  which  it  had  formerly  contended  as  a 
neutral.  Renewed  interest  was  shown  in  the  subject  between 
the  years  1780  and  1800,  during  which  period  several  treaties 
were  entered  into,  chiefly  by  the  Baltic  powers,  stipulating  for 
the  exemption  from  search  of  neutral  vessels  under  neutral 
convoy.* 


Nereide,  Ibid.  388:  the  Atlanta,  3 
Wheaton,  409.  "  If  a  neutral  mas- 
ter attempts  a  rescue,  he  violates 
a  duty  which  is  imposed  upon  him 
by  the  law  of  nations,  to  submit  to 
come  in  for  inquiry  as  to  the  prop- 
erty of  the  ship  or  cargo ;  and  if 
he  violates  that  obligation  by  a  re- 
currence to  force,  the  consequence 
will  undoubtedly  reach  the  property 
of  his  owner;  and  it  would,  I  think, 
extend  also  to  the  confiscation  of 
the  whole  cargo  intrusted  to  his 
care,  and  thus  fraudulently  attempt- 
ed to  be  withdrawn  from  the  rights 
of  war.    With  an  enemy  master  the 

case  is  very  different.    No  duty  is 


violated  by  such  an  act  on  bis  part 
— lupum  aurtbus  teneo — and  if  he 
can  withdraw  himself,  he  has  a  right 
to  do  so."— The  Catharina  Eliza- 
^^th,  ^  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  p.  232. 

^**  The  first  and  ^eat  object  of  the 
attention  of  an  officer  appointed  to 
a  service  of  this  kind  is  the  care  of 
his  convov.  He  is  not  at  liberty  to 
desert  it  for  the  purpose  of  acquir- 
ing any  advantage  to  himself,  nor 
is  he  to  volunteer  any  attack  upon 
the  enemy,  if  it  takes  him  away 
from  his  nrst  great  duty.  But,  as 
far  as  consistent  with  that  duty,  he 
may  pursue  his  own  interest,  and 

may  attack  «ad  annpy  the  enemy 
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The  introduction  of  the  new  rule  was  vigorously  opposed 
by  Great  Britain,  a  power  at  that  time  more  interested  than 
any  other  in  the  maintenance  of  belligerent  rights  at  sea.  The 
position  assumed  by  that  government  was,  in  substance,  stated 
by  Sir  William  Scott,  in  the  case  of  the  Maria^  and  may  be 
summarized  as  follows : 

(^1.)  The  laws  of  maritime  capture  give  to  a  belligerent  an 
incontestable  right  to  stop  and  search,  on  the  high  seas,  all 
neutral  merchant  vessels. 

(d.)  A  search,  to  be  lawful,  must  be  exercised  directly  by 
the  belligerent  cruiser,  a  separate  search  being  made  in  the 
case  of  each  neutral  vessel  encountered. 

(^.)  A  neutral  government  cannot  interpose  its  authority 
between  a  belligerent  armed  vessel  and  a  neutral  merchant 
ship,  by  giving  to  one  of  its  public  vessels  instructions  which 
are  calculated  to  abridge,  in  any  manner,  the  belligerent  right 
of  search. 

(^.)  The  resistance  of  a  convoying  ship  amounts,  in  effect, 
to  resistance  to  search  on  the  part  of  the  merchant  vessels  com- 
posing the  convoy,  and  involves  them  in  the  penalty  of  con- 
demnation for  such  resistance  of  search.' 

As  England  was  at  that  time  sufficiently  powerful  at  sea  to 
maintain  its  view  against  the  opposition  of  any  existing  state, 
the  neutral  powers  regarded  the  emergency  as  one  of  such  im- 
portance as  to  seriously  threaten  the  very  existence  of  their 
commerce.  To  protect  their  menaced  interests,  a  treaty  was 
negotiated  which  created  the  defensive  alliance  known  as  the 
Armed  Neutrality  of  1800,  the  purpose  of  which  was  to  main- 
tain the  principle  of  convoy  as  described  in  the  treaty.  In 
1801,  however,  Russia,  though  a  party  to  the  Armed  Neu- 
trality, entered  into  an  agreement  recognizing  the  right  of  a 
belligerent  to  visit  neutral  merchant  vessels  sailing  under  a 

in  any  way  that  may  appear  to  him  care,  and  may  take  the  benefit  of  the 

advantageous.      He  may  capture  prizes  which  he  may  have  the  good- 

the  ships  and  goods  of  the  enemy,  fortune  to  make."  —  The  Galen,  i 

provided  he   does  not    withdraw  Dodson,  430. 

himself  from  the  duty  of  protect-  >  The  Maria,  i  Rob.  Adm.  Rep. 

ing  the  vessels  placed  under  his  p.  340 ;  see,  also,  note  3,  p.  483,  ante. 
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convoy ;  and  the  constantly  increasing  maritime  power  of  Eng- 
land sufficed  to  defer  indefinitely  the  general  adoption  of  the 
principle  of  convoy  as  a  rule  of  international  law.  Since  the 
beginning  of  this  century  the  right  has  been  stipulated  for  in 
a  number  of  treaties,  to  which  the  Continental  states  of  Europe 
have  been  parties.  England  alone  refuses  to  recognize  the 
right,  even  as  a  part  of  the  conventional  law  of  nations,  as  she 
has  ever  denied  its  existence  as  a  custom  based  upon  general 
international  usage.* 

The  views  held  as  to  the  right  of  convoy  by  the  different 
departments  of  the  United  States  Government  have  been  at 
considerable  variance.  The  political  departments  have  uni- 
formly recognized  its  existence,  and  have  endeavored  to  secure 
its  general  acceptance  by  treaty.  The  United  States  Navy 
Regulations  provide  in  considerable  detail  for  the  manner  in 
which  the  right  of  convoy  shall  be  exercised  by  its  public  armed 
vessels.  If  the  convoyed  vessel  is  bound  to  a  belligerent  port 
the  commander  of  the  convoy  is  to  require  proof  that  there  are 
no  contraband  articles  on  board;  and  without  such  proof  he  is 
not  to  afford  her  protection  against  a  belligerent  cruiser,  unless 
specially  directed  to  do  so;  "he  is  not  to  permit  the  vessels 
under  his  protection  to  be  searched  or  detained  by  any  bel- 
ligerent cruiser." '  The  judicial  department,  on  the  other  hand, 
has  followed  the  English  precedents  in  denying  the  existence 
of  the  right  of  convoy  as  a  rule  or  principle  of  international 
law.' 

At  the  present  time  it  is  not  believed  that  any  serious  ob- 
jection would  be  offered  by  any  modern  state  to  the  general 
adoption  of  the  principle  of  convoy  as  a  rule  of  international 
law,  under  such  restrictions  as  would  be  calculated  to  prevent 
abuse,  and  accompanied  by  such  conditions  as  would  secure  to 
belligerents  a  right  as  effective  as  that  which  they  now  enjoy. 

*  Hall  §272;  II  Halleck,  pp.  291-  the  Maria,  i  Rob.  Adm.  Rep.  p. 

295;  Boyd's  Wheaton.  f§  52J-537;  340. 

Ill  Phillimore,  pp.  544-558;  II  Or-  '  Par.  410,  Navy  Regulations  of 

tolan,  liv.  iii.  chap.  vii.  pp.  261-282 ;  the  United  States,  1890 ;  Snow,  pp, 

Dana's  Wheaton,  §  526,  note  242;  i6o»  161;  Glass,  pp.  165-168. 

I  Kent  (Holmes's  ed.),  pp^  1 53-1 56 ;  'III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  346. 
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That  such  a  rule  has  not  been  adopted,  or  seriously  advocated, 
is  doubtless  due  to  the  fact  that  the  necessity  for  its  existence 
has  passed  away.  The  introduction  of  steam  navigation  in- 
volved an  immediate  and  radical  reorganization  of  the  carrying 
trade  of  the  world.  The  establishment  of  steamship  lines,  upon 
the  old  routes  of  commerce,  has  monopolized  a  trade  which 
was  formerly  carried  on  in  sailing  vessels,  and  it  is  no  longer 
regarded  as  desirable  that  even  sailing  vessels,  in  time  of  war, 
should  move  in  fleets  or  convoys. 

Searches  Authorized  in  Time  of  Peace.  The  right  of 
search  has  been  shown  to  be  a  belligerent  right,  and  so  exist- 
ent only  in  time  of  war.  In  time  of  peace  a  right  of  visitation 
or  search  is  recognized  in  the  following  cases: 

(a.)  Search  to  Execute  Revenue  Iaiws.  Merchant  vessels 
coming  into  the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  are  subject  to  such  in- 
spection, and  their  cargoes  to  such  examination  and  searqh,  as 
are  warranted  by  the  municipal  laws  of  that  state,  or  are  qeces* 
sary  to  the  enforcement  of  its  sanitary  and  customs  regulations. 
A  vessel  which  attempts  to  evade  such  inspection,  at  any  tipie 
during  its  sojourn,  may  be  detained  and  subjected  to  such 
penalties  as  are  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  offended  state. 
It  is  questionable  whether  the  right  exists  of  pursuing  such 
vessels  upon  the  high  seas,  and  of  effecting  their  capture  beyopd 
the  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  captor's  state.'  If  such  rjght 
exists  at  all,  it  is  based  upon  international  comity,  and,  in  any 
particular  case,  its  exercise  must  be  justified  by  the  emergency 
existing,  in  which  event  the  government  to  which  the  offending 


>  Dana's  Wheaton,  { 179,  note  108 ; 
the  Louts,  2  Dodson,  Adm.  Hep.  p. 
246;  the  Hovering  Acts  (1730),  9 
G«o.  II.  chap.  XXXV. ;  Vattel,  liv.  i. 
chap,  xxiii.  §  281 ;  Church  vs,  Hub- 
bard, 2  Cranch,  187.  The  prac- 
tice of  the  United  States  in  this 
regard  is  regulated  bv  the  require- 
ments of  section  3067  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  which  provides  that 
"  it  shall  be  lawful  for  all  collectors, 
naval  officers,  surveyors,  inspectors, 
and  the  officers  of  the  revenue-cut- 


ters, to  go  on  board  of  vessels  i|i 
any  port  of  the  United  States,  or 
within  four  lei^es  of  the  coast 
thereof,  if  bound  to  the  United 
States,  whether  in  or  out  of  their 
respective  districts,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  demanding  the  manifests, 
and  of  examining  and  searching 
the  vessels;  and  those  officers  re- 
spectively shall  have  free  access  to 
tne  cabin  and  every  other  part  of 
a  vessel." 
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vessel  belongs  may,  and  usually  does,  waive  its  strict  rights  in 
the  premises,  and  declines  to  protect  its  subjects  in  wrong- 
doing.* 

(b.)  Search  on  Suspicion  of  Piracy.  Public  armed  vessels  of 
any  state  are  justified,  when  reasonable  grounds  of  suspicion 
exist,  in  stopping  vessels  on  the  high  seas  which  are  believed 
to  be  engaged  in  piratical  undertakings.  If  the  search  be  made 
in  good  faith,  and  upon  grounds  warranting  a  suspicion  of 
piracy,  no  claim  for  damage  can  be  established,  even  in  cases 
where  the  character  of  the  ship  visited  proves  to  be  legitimate.* 

{c.)  Search  of  Merchant  Ships  by  War  Vessels  of  the  same 
State.  The  public  armed  vessels  of  a  state  may  execute  such 
visits  of  search  and  inspection,  upon  merchant  vessels  of  the 
same  nationality,  as  are  authorized  by  the  laws  of  the  state 
under  whose  flag  they  sail.  This  is  a  question  of  municipal 
law  pure  and  simple,  and  the  search  authorized  may  be  as 
frequent  or  infrequent,  as  lax  or  as  vigorous,  as  is  deemed  best 
by  the  government  to  which  both  vessels  belong. 

(rf.)  Right  of  Approach  to  Verify  Nationality.  Public  armed 
vessels,  of  whatever  nationality^  are  also  authorized  to  approach 
merchant  vessels  on  the  high  seas  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing their  nationality.  In  the  performance  of  this  duty,  except 
where  suspicion  of  piracy  exists,  they  are  limited  to  hailing 
and  the  use  of  flags  and  signals.  They  board  such  vessels  at 
their  peril.* 


*  II  Halleck,  p.  270;  Risley,  p.  47 ; 
Dana's  Wheaton,  §  124,  note  83; 
III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  326;  Hall,  §  80; 
Woolsey,  |  213.  "Nations  may 
prevent  the  violation  of  their  laws 
by  seizures  on  the  high  seas,  in  the 
neighborhood  of  their  coasts,  and 
there  is  no  fixed  rule  prescribing 
the  distance  from  the  coast  within 
which  such  seizures  may  be  made." 
— Church  vs.  Hubbard.  2  Cranch, 
187.  "To  come  within  such  an 
exception,  the  seizure  must  be  jus- 
tifiable under  the  laws  of  the 
country   making   the   seizure.**  — 


Ibid.  "The  municipal  laws  of  one 
nation  do  not  extend  in  their  oper- 
ation beyond  its  own  territory,  ex- 
cept as  regards  its  own  citizens. 
A  seizure  for  the  breach  of  the 
municipal  laws  of  one  nation  can- 
not be  made  within  the  territory  of 
another."  —  The  Apollon,  9  Whea- 
ton.  362. 

■  Hall,  §  81;  I  Calvo.  §  508;  II 
Halleck,  pp.  273.  274;  Bluntschli, 
l§  343-350;  I  Dig.  Int.  Law.  §$  33, 
33a.  50a;  III  Ibid.  I  326. 

•  III  Phillimore,  pp.  524.  525;  I 
Ortolan,  liv.  ii.  chap.  xii. ;  II  TwisSi 
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Case  of  tlu  **  VirginiusJ*  The  question  of  search  in  peace  is 
illustrated  by  the  case  of  the  Virgtnius.  The  Virginius  was  a 
steamer  which  had  been  specially  constructed  in  England, 
with  a  view  to  her  employment  as  a  blockade  runner.  While 
engaged  in  this  service  she  was  captured  by  one  of  the  United 
States  blockading  squadrons,  and  was  condemned  and  sold  for 
violation  of  blockade.  She  afterwards  came  into  possession 
of  the  United  States,  in  satisfaction  of  a  debt,  and  on  August 
'2,  1870,  was  sold,  ostensibly  to  one  Patterson,  a  resident  of 
New  York.  At  this  sale  a  formal  certificate  of  registry  was 
issued,  giving  her  the  character  of  a  merchant  vessel  of  the 
United  States.  From  this  time  until  1873  ^^^  ^^^  engaged  in 
various  undertakings,  some  of  which  were  of  so  questionable  a 
character  as  to  have  involved  the  forfeiture  of  her  register,  had 
they  been  made  known  to  the  proper  authority.     No  complaint 


p.  179;  II  Halleck,  pp.  270-272; 
Woolsey,  S  213;  III  Dig.  Int.  Law. 
§    325;    the    Afariana  Flora,   11 


Wheaton,  i ;  i  Kent,  p.  1 53,  note. 
"Though  the  right  of  search  of 
foreign  vessels  does  not  exist  in 
time  of  peace,  yet  a  cruiser  has 
a  right  to  approach  for  purposes 
of  observation."  —  The  Mariana 
Flora,  1 1  Wheaton.  i.  "  The  vessel 
approached  is  under  no  obligation 
to  lie  by,  but  neither  has  she  a  right 
to  fire  on  a  cruiser  approaching, 
upon  a  mere  conjecture  that  she  is 
a  pirate;  and  if  this  be  done,  the 
cruiser  may  lawfully  repel  force  by 
force  and  capture  her."  —  Ibia. 
"There  is  no  obligation  to  affirm 
a  flag  with  a  gun  by  an  American 
cruiser  in  time  of  peace."— Ibid. 
"When  a  vessel  interrogated  at 
sea  answers  either  in  words  or  by 
hoisting  her  flag,  the  response  must 
be  taken  for  true,  and  she  must  be 
allowed  to  keep  her  way ;  the  inter- 
rogator cannot  stop  her,  t6  verify  it 
by  visitation,  search,  or  otherwise." 
—IX  Opin.  Att.-Gen.  p.  455.  "  A 
cruiser  of  one  nation  has  a  right  to 


know  the  national  character  of  any 
strange  ship  she  may  meet  at  sea, 
but  the  ri^iit  is  not  a  perfect  one, 
and  the  violation  of  it  cannot  be 
punished  by  capture  and  condem- 
nation, nor  even  by  detention."— 
Ibid.  "The  party  making  the  in- 
quiry must  raise  his  own  colors,  or 
in  some  other  way  make  himself 
fully  known,  before  he  can  lawfully 
demand  such  knowledge  from  the 
other  vessel." — Ibid.  "If  this  is 
refused,  the  inquiring  vessel  may 
fire  a  blank  shot,  and  in  case  of 
further  delay  a  shotted  gun  may  be 
fired  across  the  bows  of  the  delin- 
quent."— Ibid.  "  Any  measure  be- 
yond this  which  the  commander 
of  an  armed  ship  may  take  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  nation- 
ality of  another  vessel  must  be  at 
his  peril."— Ibid.  "  This  right  of 
inquiry  can  be  exercised  only  on 
the  high  seas,  and  no  naval  officer 
has  the  right  to  go  into  the  harbor 
of  a  nation  with  which  his  govern- 
ment is  at  peace  to  inquire  into 
the  nationality  of  a  vessel  which  is 
lying  there." — Ibid. 
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appears  to  have  been  made  to  the  government  of  the  United 
States  as  to  her  character  or  employment  during  the  period  in 
question. 

On  October  30, 1873,  she  sailed  from  Jamaica  for  Port  Limon, 
in  Costa  Rica,  carrying  the  American  flag,  and  provided  with 
regular  clearance  papers  from  the  American  consul  at  Kingston, 
Jamaica.  On  October  31,  while  on  the  high  seas,  about  twenty 
miles  distant  from  the  island  of  Cuba,  she  was  sighted  and 
chased  by  the  Spanish  war  steamer  Tornado,  After  a  pursuit 
of  about  eight  hours  she  was  captured  on  the  high  seas,  at  a 
point  about  sixty  miles  distant  from  the  coast  of  Cuba,  and 
twenty-three  miles  from  the  island  of  Jamaica,  in  which  direc- 
tion she  was  steaming  at  the  time.  She  was  boarded  by  an 
officer  of  the  Tornado^  her  officers,  crew,  and  passengers  were 
made  prisoners,  and  she  was  sent  under  a  prize  crew  to  the 
Spanish  port  of  Santiago  de  Cuba,  where  she  arrived  on  the 
evening  of  November  i. 

At  nine  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  following  day  a  court- 
martial  was  convened  for  the  trial  of  the  captured  persons, 
who  were  arraigned  on  a  charge  of  piracy.  The  court-martial 
completed  its  labors  at  four  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the 
same  day.  On  the  morning  of  November  4  four  persons  were 
executed,  on  the  7th  twelve,  on  the  13th  thirty-seven  more, 
including  a  number  of  British  subjects  and  citizens  of  the 
United  States. 

The  attention  of  the  Spanish  Government  was  immediately 
drawn  to  the  occurrence,  and  protests  against  the  action  of  its 
subordinate  officials  were  made  by  the  American  consuls  at 
Havana  and  Santiago  de  Cuba,  but  with  so  little  effect  that, 
on  November  14th,  the  United  States  minister  to  Spain  was 
instructed  to  demand  the  restoration  of  the  steamer,  the  return 
and  delivery  to  the  United  States  of  the  persons  who  had  been 
captured,  and  the  punishment  of  the  officials  who  had  been 
concerned  in  the  capture  of  the  vessel  and  the  execution  of 
her  crew.  He  was  also  instructed  to  demand  that  the  flag  of 
the  United  States  should  be  saluted  in  the  harbor  o(  Santiago 
de  Cuba.    After  some  correspondence  between  the  two  gov- 
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ernments  an  agreement  was  entered  into  on  November  29, 
between  the  Secretary  of  State  and  the  Spanish  minister  in 
Washington,  stipulating  for  the  restoration  of  the  vessel  and 
the  surrender  of  the  survivors  of  the  passengers  and  crew.  It 
was  also  agreed  that  the  flag  of  the  United  States  should  be 
saluted  on  the  25th  day  of  December  next  ensuing.  If,  how- 
ever, on  or  before  that  date,. the  Spanish  government  should 
prove  that  the  Virginius  was  not  entitled  to  her  American 
register,  the  salute  was  to  be  spontaneously  dispensed  with ; 
the  United  States  agreeing  to  institute  legal  proceedings 
against  the  vessel,  if  it  should  be  found  that  she  had  violated 
any  l^w  of  the  United  States,  and  against  any  person  who  was 
shown  to  have  been  concerned  in  such  violation. 

The  ship  and  survivors  were  surrendered  at  Santiago  de  Cuba 
on  December  18,  1873 ;  and  it  having  been  made  to  appear,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  United  States,  that  the  Virginius  was 
not  entitled  to  carry  its  flag  and  papers,  the  Spanish  minister 
was  formally  notified  that  the  salute  would  be  dispensed  with.' 

The  following  conclusions  seem  to  be  warranted  by  the 
facts  in  the  case : 

{a)  The  Virginius  was  not  a  pirate,  whatever  may  have 
been  the  character  of  the  transaction  in  which  she  was  en- 
gaged, and  the  Spanish  authorities  acted  without  warrant  of 
international  law  in  proceeding  against  the  crew  and  passen- 
gers for  the  crime  of  piracy. 

(^.)  The  Spanish  Government  would  have  been  justified  in 
resisting  any  acts  of  war  or  hostility  directed  against  itself 
and  occurring  within  its  territorial  waters.  It  matters  not 
with  whom  such  acts  or  attempts  originated,  or  by  whom  they 
were  committed,  whether  subjects  or  aliens.  Had  the  Vir- 
giniuSy  therefore,  been  found  in  Spanish  jurisdiction,  engaged 
in  landing,  or  attempting  to  land,  her  passengers  upon  the 

'  III  Dig.  Int.  Law,  §  3^7 ;   Pari,  companying  property,   under  the 

P^p.  1874,  Ixxvi.  pp.  65,  85;    Hall,  law  of  nations,  are  hwt  prima  facte 

pp.  263,  264.  271-274 ;    Woolsey,  §  evidence  of  such  property,  and  are 

214;  Boyd'9Wheaton,§  laid;  For.  of  no  force   when   shown   to  be 

Rcl.   U.   S.    1876,     pp.    488-490.  fraudulent."  —  United    States   vs. 

**  Ship's  papers  and  documents  ac-  the  Amistad,  15  Peters,  518  [520]. 
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coast  of  Cuba,  her  forcible  seizure  would  have  been  justified. 
Had  resistance  been  offered,  that  resistance  could  have  been 
overcome  by  force  at  any  cost  of  life  or  property.  The  treat- 
ment of  those  on  board  would  then  have  been  determined, 
according  to  the  nature  and  degree  of  their  offences,  by  the 
municipal  laws  of  Spain.  If  the  provisions  of  that  system  of 
law  had  been  affected  or  modified  by  treaty  stipulations,  guar- 
anteeing to  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  foreign  states  certain 
rights  and  privileges  in  the  event  of  their  being  charged  with 
crime  while  in  Spanish  jurisdiction,  the  government  of  Spain 
would  have  been  responsible  for  the  observance  of  the  treaty 
in  all  cases  to  which  its  provisions  applied. 

(f.)  The  pursuit  and  capture  of  the  vessel  on  the  high  seas 
was  an  act  of  very  doubtful  validity,  and  could  only  have  been 
justified,  in  any  event,  by  the  extreme  urgency  of  the  case, 
and  then  only  in  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  self-defence.  In 
this  instance  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether  such  an  emer- 
gency existed  as  to  justify  a  resort  to  force  in  self-defence. 
The  Virginius  was  flying  the  American  flag  when  sighted,  and 
had  not  then  entered  Spanish  waters ;  until  she  did  so  enter 
them  she  was  not  subject  to  visitation  and  search,  still  less  to 
pursuit  and  capture.* 

{d.)  The  later  conduct  of  the  Spanish  authorities  in  Cuba 
can  only  be  characterized  as  unnecessary,  not  warranted  by 
the  emergency,  and  cruel  and  inhuman  in  the  extreme.  It 
was  also  contrary  to  the  stipulations  of  treaties,  and  was  gross- 
ly illegal  even  when  judged  by  the  standard  of  the  municipal 


■  "  The  Virginius,  though  regis- 
tered as  an  American  vessel,  was, 
in  fact,  owned  by  foreigners,  and 
the  r^istry  thereof  was  fraudulent- 
ly obtained ;  and  hence,  at  the  time 
of  her  capture  by  the  Spanish  man- 
of-war  Tornado^  she  haa  no  right,  by 
virtue  of  that  registry,  as  against  the 
United  States,  to  carry  the  Ameri- 
can flag."  —  XIV  Opin.  Att.  -  Gen. 
p.  49.    "  Yet,  while  upon  the  high 

icas,  actually  bearing  an  A(P^qih» 


register  and  carrying  an  American 
flag,  she  was  as  much  exempt  from 
interference  by  another  power  as 
though  she  had  been  lawfully  reg- 
istered; the  question  whether  or 
not  her  register  was  fraudulently 
obtained,  or  whether  or  not  she  was 
sailing  in  violation  of  any  law  of  the 
United  States,  being  one  over  which 
such  power  could  not  then  and  there 
rightfully  e^^^rcise  juriaiic^ion,"-^ 
lbi4< 
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law  of  Spain.  The  Vir^nius  was  an  unarmed  merchant  ves- 
sel. She  offered,  and  was  capable  of  offering,  no  resistance 
to  search  or  capture.  Her  passengers,  at  the  instant  of  capt- 
ure, were  not  armed  or  organized,  and  so  were  incapable  of 
levying  war  against  the  authority  of  Spain,  whatever  may  have 
been  their  ultimate  intention.  So  soon  as  the  passengers  and 
crew  were  made  prisoners  they  were  absolutely  powerless  to 
do  harrp,  and  the  fact  that  the  ship  sailed  under  the  Ameri- 
can flag  should  have  suggested  such  reasonable  delay  in  the 
proceedings  against  them  as  would  have  sufficed  to  enable 
proper  representations  to  be  made  to  that  government  as  to 
the  service  in  which  its  flag  and  papers  were  being  used. 

{e.)  The  action  of  the  Spanish  authorities  in  this  matter 
would  not  have  been  justified  or  recognized  as  lawful  had  it 
been  performed  by  a  belligerent  in  time  of  war.  Had  a  state 
of  open  war  existed,  and  had  the  Virginius  been  captured  at 
sea  with  enemy  goods  or  contraband  articles  on  board,  the 
ship  would  not  have  been  involved  in  the  forfeiture,  and  her 
passengers  and  crew  could  not  have  been  subjected  to  deten- 
tion. Had  she  been  captured  in  the  act  of  violating  a  legal 
blockade,  the  ship  and  cargo  alone  would  have  been  liable  to 
forfeiture.  Had  she  been  engaged  in  carrying  military  persons 
to  a  hostile  destination,  her  contraband  passengers  only  could 
have  been  made  prisoners  of  war.  The/ crew  could  have  in- 
curred no  penal  consequences  for  their  share  in  the  transaction. 

The  Right  of  Visitation:  Impressment  of  Seamen 

The  Right  of  Visitation.  The  belligerent  right  of  search 
has  never  been  seriously  questioned,  and  is  accepted  by  all 
nations  as  a  fact  inseparably  connected  with  the  existence  of 
war.  A  right  soniewhat  resembling  it,  called  the  rigkt  of  vis- 
itatioHy  has  been  asserted  to  exist  in  time  of  peace,  but  has 
never  received  universal  sanction,  and  is  now  generally  aban- 
doned,  save  in  a  few  cases,  where  it  maintains  a  lingering  ex- 
istence by  treaty.  In  the  long  controversy  which  was  carried 
on  as  to  the  assumed  legality  of  this  right,  during  the  early 
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part  of  the  present  century,  England  and  the  United  States 
were  the  principal  participants. 

It  was  maintainedi  on  the  part  of  the  British  Government, 
that  the  rights  of  search  and  visitation  were  entirely  distinct 
from  each  other,  having  a  different  origin  and  purpose.  .  The 
right  of  search  was  peculiar  to  a  state  of  war.  The  right  of 
visitation  existed  in  peace,  and  consisted  in  such  an  examina- 
tion of  merchant  vessels,  on  the  high  seas,  as  was  necessary  to 
determine  their  nationality,  the  sufficiency  and  regularity  of 
their  papers,  and  the  legality  of  the  undertaking  in  which  they 
were  engaged. 

On  the  part  of  the  United  States,  it  was  contended  that  the 
right  of  search  was  an  incident  of  belligerency ;  that  it  existed 
only  during  the  continuance  of  war,  and  not  only  did  not  ex- 
ist in  time  of  peace,  but  an  attempt  to  exercise  it  was  an  in- 
vasion of  sovereignty  which,  if  not  disclaimed,  would  consti- 
tute a  just  cause  for  war. 

This  attitude  of  the  United  States  failed,  however,  to 
meet  the  need  for  such  police  of  the  sea  as  would  suppress 
the  slave-trade.  Unfortunately,  too,  a  series  of  judicial 
decisions  had  tended  to  weaken  the  early,  and  correct, 
determination  of  the  British  Lords  of  Appeal  in  the  Atnedie 
(i  Acton,  240),  that  the  slave- trade  was  contrary  to  law 
universal ;  hence  it  is  piracy  jure  gentium.  Sir  W.  Stowell, 
in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  a  tribtmal  boimd  by  the 
decision  of  the  Lords,  declined,  in  the  Le  Lonis  (2  Dodson, 
210),  to  follow  the  Atnedie,  and  was  himself  followed  by 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  Antelope  (10 
Wheaton,  66),  The  political  aspects  of  the  controversy 
found  an  adjustment,  Mr.  Lincoln  having  become  Presi- 
dent and  Mr.  Seward  Secretary  of  State,  in  the  treaties  of 
1862  and  1870  which  provided  a  procedure  adequate  to 
end  this  piratical  traffic,  through  the  institution  of  three 
mixed  courts  of  justice  at  Sierra  Leone,  the  Cape  of  Good 
Hope,  and  at  New  York  City.  (U.  S.  Treaties,  vol.  I,  p. 
674  seq,) 
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Impressment  of  Seamen.  During  the  naval  wars  succeeding 
the  French  Revolution,  the  British  Government,  in  exercising 
the  right  of  search,  made  a  practice  of  extracting  certain  per- 
sons from  neutral  vessels,  claiming  that  they  were  British  sub- 
jects, and  so  liable  to  impressment  into  its  naval  service.  The 
exercise  of  this  right,  which  never  received  the  sanction  of 
international  law,  bore  with  peculiar  hardship  upon  vessels 
sailing  under  the  American  flag,  and  manned  largely  by  per- 
sons of  the  same  race  and  speaking  the  same  language  as 
those  by  whom  the  search  was  conducted,  and  upon  whose 
decision,  in  the  matter  of  nationality,  the  question  of  seizure 
largely  depended.  On  the  part  of  Great  Britain  it  was  alleged 
that  an  important  naval  war  was  being  carried  on,'  of  the  justice 
of  which  there  could  be  no  question,  and  whose  ultimate  suc- 
cess involved  the  maintenance  of  enormous  armaments  at  sea. 
To  maintain  its  position,  the  British  Government  had  been 
obliged  to  impose  heavy  burdens  upon  the  property  and  per- 
sonal services  of  its  subjects,*  many  of  whom  had  attempted 
to  evade  their  obligation  by  taking  service  in  the  merchant 
marine  of  neutral  powers.  The  continued  exercise  of  this 
right,  in  the  face  of  repeated  protests,  led  to  the  war  of  i8i3 
between  England  and  the  United  States,  which  was  terminated, 
however,  without  a  definite  settlement  of  this  important  ques- 
tion. The  controversy  was  revived  at  a  later  period,  and  was 
exhaustively  discussed  by  representatives  of  both  governments 
in  a  long  and  ably  conducted  diplomatic  correspondence.' 


Mariana  Flora,  ii  Wheaton,  42- 
44 ;  Le  Louis,  2  Dodson,  Adm.  Rep. 
p.  210. 

1  "  It  has  been  estimated  that  at 
one  time  over  seventy  thousand 
British  subjects  were  employed  in 
the  naval  and  merchant  services 
of  foreign  powers."— Ashton,  Old 
Times. 

» "  Article  45  of  the  British  Navy 
Regulations  of  1787  required  com- 
manders of  English  men-of-war  to 
demand  English  seamen  out  of  for- 


eign ships  wherever  met  with."^ 
IlHalleck,  p.  302,  note. 

•  The  United  States  Navy  Reg- 
ulations, ed.  1S96,  par.  410,  contains 
the  following  provision:  ''Com- 
manders of  public  vessels  of  war  are 
not  to  suffer  their  vessels  to  t>e 
searched  by  any  foreign  power  un- 
der any  pretext,  nor  any  officers  or 
men  to  be  taken  out,  so  long  as  they 
have  power  of  resistance.  If  force 
be  used,  resistance  must  be  /:on- 
tinued  as  long  as  possible." 
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The  treaty  for  the  suppression  of  the  African  slave- 
trade,  signed  at  Washington,  April  7,  1862,  contains  the 
following  clauses: 

Secondly,  The  right  of  search  shall  in  no  case  be  exercised  with  respect 
to  a  vessel  of  the  navy  of  either  of  the  two  Powers,  but  shall  be  exercised 
only  as  regards  merchant  vessels;  and  it  shall  not  be  exercised  by  a 
vessel  of  war  of  either  contracting  parties  within  the  limits  of  a  settle- 
ment or  port,  nor  within  the  territorial  waters  of  the  other  party. 

Thirdly,  Whenever  a  merchant  vessel  is  searched  by  a  ship  of  war, 
the  commander  of  the  said  ship  shall,  in  the  act  of  so  doing,  exhibit  to 
the  commander  of  the  merchant  vessel  the  special  instructions  by  which 
he  is  duly  authorized  to  search;  and  shall  deliver  to  such  commander 
a  certificate,  signed  by  himself,  stating  his  rank  in  the  naval  service  of 
his  country,  and  the  name  of  the  vessel  he  commands,  and  also  declaring 
that  the  only  object  of  the  search  is  to  ascertain  whether  the  vessel  is 
employed  in  the  African  slave-trade,  or  is  fitted  up  for  the  said  trade. 
When  a  search  is  made  by  an  officer  of  the  cruiser,  who  is  not  the  com- 
mander, such  officer  shall  exhibit  to  the  captain  of  the  merchant  vessel 
a  copy  of  the  before-mentioned  special  instructions,  signed  by  the 
commander  of  the  cruiser;  and  he  ^all  in  like  manner  deliver  a  certifi- 
cate signed  by  himself,  stating  his  rank  in  the  navy,  the  name  of  the 
commander  by  whose  orders  he  proceeds  to  make  the  search,  that  of 
the  cruiser  in  which  he  sails,  and  the  object  of  the  search,  as  above  de- 
scribed. If  it  appears  from  the  search  that  the  papers  of  the  vessel 
are  in  regular  order,  and  that  it  is  employed  on  lawful  objects,  the 
officer  sh^l  enter  in  the  log-book  of  the  vessel  that  the  search  has  been 
made  in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  special  instructions,  and  the  vessel 
shall  be  left  at  liberty  to  pursue  its  voyage.  The  rank  of  the  officer 
who  makes  the  search  must  not  be  less  than  that  of  lieutenant  in  the 
navy,  unless  the  command,  either  by  reason  of  death  or  other  cause,  is 
at  the  same  time  held  by  an  officer  of  inferior  rank. 

Fourthly.  The  reciproced  right  of  search  and  detention  shall  be  exer- 
cised only  within  the  distance  of  two  hundred  miles  from  the  coast  of 
Africa,  and  to  the  southward  of  the  thirty-second  parallel  of  north  lati- 
tude, and  within  thirty  leagues  from  the  coast  of  the  island  of  Cuba. 

Article  II 

In  order  to  regulate  the  mode  of  carrying  the  provisions  of  the  pre- 
ceding article  into  execution,  it  is  agreed — 

First.  That  all  the  ships  of  the  navies  of  the  two  nations  which  shall 
be  hereafter  employed  to  prevent  the  African  slave-trade  shall  be  fur- 
nished by  their  respective  governments  with  a  copy  of  the  present 
treaty,  of  the  instructions  for  cruisers  annexed  thereto  (marked  A), 
and  of  the  regulations  for  the  mixed  courts  of  justice  annexed  thereto 
(marked  B),  which  annexes  respectively  shall  be  considered  as  integral 
parts  of  the  present  treaty. 
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Secondly,  That  each  of  the  high  contracting  parties  shall,  from  time 
to  time,  communicate  to  the  other  the  names  of  the  several  ships  fur- 
nished wilii  such  instructions,  the  force  of  each,  and  the  names  of  their 
several  commanders.  The  said  commanders  shall  hold  the  rank  of 
captain  in  the  navy,  or  at  least  that  of  lieutenant;  it  being  nevertheless 
understood  that  the  instructions  originally  issued  to  an  officer  holding 
the  rank  of  lieutenant  of  the  navy^  or  other  superior  rank,  shall,  in  case 
of  his  deaUi  or  temporary  absence,  be  sufficient  to  authorize  the  officer 
on  whom  the  command  of  the  vessel  has  devolved  to  make  the  search, 
although  such  an  officer  may  not  hold  the  aforesaid  rank  in  the  service. 

Thirdly.  That  if  at  any  time  the  commander  of  a  cruiser  of  either  of 
the  two  nations  shall  suspect  that  any  merchant  vessel  under  the  escort 
or  convoy  of  any  ship  or  ships  of  war  of  the  other  nation  carries  n^;roes 
on  board,  or  has  been  enga^^ed  in  the  African  slave-trade,  or  is  fitted  out 
for  the  purpose  thereof,  the  commander  of  the  cruiser  shall  commtmi- 
cate  his  suspicions  to  the  commander  of  the  convoy,  who,  accompanied 
by  the  commander  of  the  cruiser,  shall  proceed  to  the  search  of  the  sus- 
pected vessel;  and  in  case  the  suspicions  appear  well  foimded,  accord- 
ing to  the  tenor  of  this  treaty,  then  the  said  vessel  shall  be  conducted 
or  sent  to  one  of  the  places  where  the  mixed  courts  of  justice  are  stationed 
in  order  that  it  may  there  be  adjudicated  upon.^ 

*  Malloy,  U,  S.  Treaties  and  Conventions,  vol.  i,  p.  675-6. 
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APPENDIX  A 

THE  GENEVA  CONVENTION  FOR  THE  AMfeLlORATlON 
Otf  tttb  CONDITION  OF  THE  SIClC  AND  WOUNDED 
OP  ARMIES  IN  THE  FIELD 

CHARACtBft  AND   PuRPOSB 


The  treatment  of  the  6ick  atid  wounded  in  time  of  war  was  first 
made  the  subject  of  conventional  regulation  in  the  Geneva  Con- 
vention of  August  22,  1864,  the  operation  of  which  was  subse- 
quently extended  to  hostilities  at  sea  by  the  additional  articles 
of  October  10,  1S6&,  and  to  maritime  warfare  in  general  by  the 
agreement  in  rteptet  to  the  treatment  of  the  sick  and  wounded 
in  military  operations  at  sea  which  was  adopted  by  the  First  Peace 
Conference  at  The  Hague  in  1899. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  Federal  Government  of  Switzerland  a 
Conference  composed  of  seventy-five  delegates,  representing  thirty- 
seven  states,  assembled  at  Geneva  on  Jtme  11,  1906,  charged  with 
a  revision  of  the  Convention  of  1864.  On  July  6th  an  agreement 
was  reached  and  signed  in  tespect  to  the  treatment  of  the  sick  and 
wounded  in  time  of  war  on  land. 

Nearly  all  states  of  the  civilized  world  are  now  parties  to  the 
operation  of  these  agrtements,  the  efficiency  of  which  as  agents  for 
the  amelioration  of  th^  condition  of  the  sick  and  wounded  has  been 
fully  established  in  the  great  international  conflicts  which  have 
taken  place  during  the  period  that  has  elapised  since  their  original 
adoption. ' 

'  The  Convention  of  1864  was  signed 
at  OenevA.  Switseruuid,  August  s,  1864. 
It  was  signed  by  representatives  of  the 
following  powers—-^,  e..  the  Swiss  Con> 
federation,  Baden,  Belgium.  Denmark, 
Spain,  Prance,  Hesse.  Italy,  the  Nether- 
lands, Portugal,  Prussia,  and  Wflrtem- 
berg.  The  ratincations  of  the  contract- 
ing parties  wfcre  exchanged  at  Geneva 
on  June  39,  1865.  In  accordance  with 
the  invitation  contained  in  the  Ninth 
Article  of  the  Convention,  the  following 
powers  acceded  to  the  Convention  at 
various  dates  between  1864  and  1880. 
These  were:  Sweden.  Greece.  Great  Brit- 
ain, Mecklenburg-Schwerin,  Wdrtemberg, 
Hesse.  Bavaria,  Austria,  Russia.  Persia, 


Rottmania,  Salvador.  Montenegro.  Servia. 
Bolivi*.  Argentine  Republic,  Chili,  Peru, 
United  States,  March  t,  1889. 

For  reports  and  discussions  in  respect 
to  the  operations  6i  the  convention  in 
time  of  war,  see  vol.  iv.  Revue  de  Droit 
International,   p.    3<5:   vol.   xviii.    Ibid. 

F'-.545;  vol.  xiv.  Ibid.  t>.^  633:  vol.  TX. 
bid.  p.  694:  vol.  xxi.  Ibid.  pp.  88,  80; 
vol.  xxvi.  Ibid.  pp.  9,  95,  38.  47.  348; 
vol.  xxix.  Ibid.  pp.  no,  119.  318,  390. 
57 T.  576.  For  an  interesting  account  of 
the  origin  of  the  Red  Cross  Convention, 
see  "  Actes  de  la  Conference  de  Revision, 
bv  Professor  Louis  Renault,  of  Paris 
(Geneva,   1906). 
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Thb  Convention  op  1906 

The  Convention  of  1864  may  be  said  to  have  fairly  represented 
the  best  existing  practice  among  Continental  armies,  in  respect  to 
the  management  and  control  of  the  sick  and  wotmded,  and  in  the 
immtinities  which  were  habitually  accorded  to  the  personnel  of 
the  medical  and  sanitary  services  who  were  charged  with  their 
care  and  treatment.  That  Convention  embodied,  in  the  form  of 
an  international  agreement,  the  practice  which  had  theretofore 
rested  upon  customs  and  usage,  and  derived  its  obligatory  force 
from  the  implied  consent  of  the  states  which  accepted  and  applied 
them  in  the  conduct  of  their  military  operations. 

With  a  view  to  accomplish  this  purpose,  the  framers  of  the  old 
Convention  attempted  to  apply  the  principle  of  neutrality  to  the 
sick  and  wounded,  and  to  the  personnel  and  maUriel  of  the  sani- 
tary establishments  which  habitually  accompanied  the  operations 
of  armies  in  the  field. 

In  the  new  Convention  much  of  the  inexactness  of  expression 
which  characterized  the  old  tmdertaking  has  been  eliminated. 
Descriptive  words  and  phrases  have  been  brought  into  close  and 
exact  relation  with  the  conditions  of  modem  war.  The  terms 
"neutral"  and  "neutrality,*'  as  applied  to  the  immtmity  granted 
to  those  charged  with  the  care  and  treatment  of  the  sick  and 
wounded  by  the  Convention  of  1864,  have  been  replaced  by  words 
and  claiises  which  define  their  stattis  with  the  greatest  accuracy. 
The  term  "  neutral "  is  used  throughout  the  new  Convention  in  the 
sense  attributed  to  it  in  statutes  and  treaties  and  in  the  works  of 
text  writers  of  standard  authority,  and  is  restricted,  as  will  pres- 
ently appear,  to  cases  of  internment  and  to  volunteer  aid  societies, 
organized  tmder  the  authority  of  neutral  states,  which  tender  their 
services  to  a  belligerent  in  time  of  war. 

The  terms  used  to  describe  the  stattis  of  the  sick  and  wotinded, 
and  the  personnel  and  materiel  of  the  sanitary  establishments  in 
which  they  are  entertained  and  cared  for,  have  a  clear  and  unmis- 
takable meaning;  they  are  calculated  to  conduce  to  efficiency  and 
certainty  of  execution,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they  can  give 
occasion  for  variance  in  interpretation. 

The  privileges  conferred  upon  volunteer  aid  societies  by  the 
terms  of  the  Convention  are  not  only  extremely  liberal,  but  are  in 
harmony  with  the  most  advanced  humanitarian  views  in  respect 
to  the  treatment  of  the  sick  and  wounded  in  time  of  war.  To 
enable  such  associations  to  take  part  in  relief  work  in  the  theatre  of 
active  military  operations,  it  is  necessary  that  they  should  receive 
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the  formal  recognition  of  their  own  governments;  the  fact  of  such 
official  recognition  behig  commtmicated  by  that  government  to 
other  states,  either  in  time  of  peace  or  prior  to  its  being  employed 
in  the  theatre  of  active  operations.  While  employed  in  the  field, 
the  personnel  of  such  a  society  becomes  subject  to  the  control  and 
supervision  of  the  belligerent  in  whose  service  its  aid  is  rendered. 

If  a  volunteer  aid  society,  established  and  authorized  by  a  neu- 
iral  state,  desires  to  render  aid  to  either  belligerent,  it  must  first 
obtain  the  consent  of  its  own  government  and  the  authorization 
of  the  belligerent  whom  it  desires  to  serve.  The  belligerent  accept- 
ing the  services  of  a  neutral  aid  society  is  required  to  notify  the 
enemy  that  such  authorization  has  been  accorded. 

The  details  of  organization  of  these  societies,  together  with  the 
preparation  of  regulations  governing  their  activity  in  the  field, 
and  fixing  their  relations  with  the  sanitary  department  of  the  army, 
were  wisely  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  individual  powers.  It  is 
proper  to  observe,  however,  that  the  furnishing  of  relief  by  such 
associations  to  commtmities  suffering  in  time  of  peace  from  pes- 
tilence or  famine,  or  from  the  visitation  of  floods,  fires,  or  earth- 
quakes, will  always  constitute  a  proper  subject  for  their  hiunani- 
tarian  endeavor;  and  the  use  or  display  of  the  insignia  of  the  Con- 
vention upon  such  occasions  does  not  come  within  the  prohibitory 
requirements  which  are  embodied  in  Articles  XXVII.  and  XXVIII. 
of  the  new  Convention. 

Purpose  of  the  Convention.  It  is  the  purpose  of  these  conven- 
tions to  ameliorate  the  condition  of  individuals  of  the  belligerent 
armies  who  have  been  placed  hors  de  combat  by  disease  or  wotmds. 
With  the  projectiles  or  other  instruments  by  means  of  which  the 
wounds  are  inflicted,  and  with  the  sanitation  of  armies  and  navies, 
the  agreements  above  referred  to  have  nothing  to  do.  These  are 
questions  pertaining  to  the  operations  of  war  which  are  regulated 
in  part  by  declarations  and  other  international  agreements,  and 
in  part  by  the  rules  and  tisages  of  war  which  have  been  generally 
accepted  by  civilized  states,  and  are  habitually  applied  by  them 
in  the  conduct  of  hostilities  on  land  and  sea. 

The  rules  of  the  Geneva  Convention,  and  other  undertakings  of 
like  character,  become  operative  only  when  individual  combatants 
have  been  disabled  by  wounds  or  disease.  Their  effect  is  to  confer 
certain  privileges  and  immunities  upon  the  sick  and  wounded,  as  a 
class,  and  to  secure  to  the  places  in  which  they  are  collected  and 
cared  for,  and  to  the  persons  who  attend  them,  as  complete  an  im- 
munity from  the  effects  of  hostile  operations  as  it  is  possible  to 

accord  them  vmcler  %^  pirgnm^tono^  Qi  each  particular  case,    Of 
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the  nature  and  extent  of  the  immtmity  to  be  accorded,  each  bellig- 
erent is  to  be  the  judge,  in  so  far  as  his  own  operations  are  con- 
cerned; and  in  the  conduct  of  those  operations  he  must  weigh,  on 
the  one  hand,  the  strict  necessities  of  the  military  situation,  and, 
on  the  other,  the  imperative  demands  of  suffering  humanity  and 
the  solemn  obligations  of  treaties  entered  into  with  a  view  to 
ameliorate  the  hardships  of  war  in  respect  to  individual  comba- 
tants who  by  the  casualty  of  war  are  no  longer  able  to  assist  in  its 
prosecution. 

Field  of  Operation.  The  requirements  of  the  Convention  have 
no  operation  upon  the  battle-field  proper  during  the  pendency  of 
the  action.  This  is  because  of  the  impossibility  of  aflFording  pro- 
tection, within  the  zone  of  fire,  to  individuals  wearing  the  dis- 
tinctive badge  of  the  society ;  indeed,  since  the  adoption  of  maga- 
zine small-arms  and  quick-firing  guns  in  modem  armies,  the  zone 
of  fire  has  become  so  deadly  that  it  has  become  practically  im- 
possible to  attempt  to  remove  the  wounded  from  the  field  during 
the  progress  of  the  action.  If  the  flag  of  the  society  is  in  view, 
however,  as  in  the  case  of  the  bombardment  of  a  fortified  place,  or 
on  the  battle-field  itself  after  the  action  has  ceased,  or  has  shifted 
to  another  part  of  the  field,  good  faith  requires  a  belligerent  to  use 
his  utmost  endeavors  to  cause  it  to  be  respected.  The  opposing 
belligerent  is  under  an  equal  obligation  to  see  to  it  that  the  dis- 
tinctive flag  of  the  Convention  is  not  abused,  or  used  for  an  illegiti- 
mate purpose. 

The  Convention  itself  is  silent  in  respect  to  the  dividing-line  be- 
tween the  battle-field  proper  and  the  zone  within  which  its  terms 
become  applicable  to  the  sick  and  wounded,  and  to  the  places  in 
which  they  are  collected  and  cared  for.  The  terms  of  the  first 
article  of  the  original  instrument,  however,  that  "  ambulances  and 
military  hospitals  shall  be  acknowledged  to  be  neuter,*'  have  given 
occasion  for  an  interpretation  of  the  agreement  in  this  regard  which 
has  been  generally  acted  upon  by  the  civilized  powers,  and  which 
may  be  stated  as  follows:  At  such  a  distance  in  rear  of  the  firing- 
line  and  its  successive  supporting  formations  as  it  is  possible  to 
find  reasonable  shelter  from  the  fire  of  the  enemy,  what  are  called 
the  first  dressing-stations  are  established,  where  the  wounded  are 
collected  with  a  view  to  receiving  surgical  attention  before  they 
are  transported  to  the  "  ambulances  and  military  hospitals"  which 
are  neutralized  by  the  express  terms  of  the  Convention.  In  front 
of  the  line  thus  rudely  determined  the  Convention  is  inoperative; 
behind  it,  where  the  ambulances  and  field  hospitals  have  been  es- 
tablished, its  terms  are  fully  applicable  to,  and  obligatory  upon. 
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both  belligerents.  In  rear  of  the  line  so  established  the  immtmity 
is,  or  should  be,  complete;  in  front  of  it  the  wounded  are  protected 
during  the  continuance  of  the  action,  not  by  the  terms  of  the 
Geneva  Convention,  but  by  the  rules  of  international  law.  Those 
rules  forbid,  first,  the  use  of  instruments  of  war  which  inflict  wotmds 
of  needless  or  unnecessary  cruelty;  and,  secondly,  the  infliction 
of  any  injiuy  whatever  upon  a  person  already  hors  de  combat.  They 
convert  the  right  to  kill  into  the  duty  to  save,  the  power  to  inflict 
injury  into  an  obligation  to  relieve  suffering;  and  require  that  each 
belligerent  shall  accord  to  the  wounded  of  the  enemy  the  same 
measure  of  relief  that  is  extended  to  his  own. 


CONVENTION  FOR  THE  AMELIORATION  OF  THE  CON- 
DITION OF  THE  WOUNDED  OF  THE  ARMIES  IN  THE 
FIELD 

Signed  at  Geneva  July  6,  jgo6. 

Ratification  advised  by  the  Senate  December  ig,  igo6. 
Ratified  by  the  President  of  the  United  States  January  2,  igoy. 
Ratification  deposited  with  the  Government  of  the  Swiss  Confed- 
eration February  g,  igoy. 

Proclaimed  by  the  President  August  j,  igoy. 

Chapter  I — The  Sick  and  Wounded 

Article  I.  Of!icers,  soldiers,  and  other  persons  officially  attached 
to  armies,  who  are  sick  or  woimded,  shidl  be  respectM  atld  cared 
for,  without  distinction  of  nationality,  by  the  belligerent  in  whose 
power  they  are. 

A  belligerent,  however,  when  compelled  to  leave  his  wounded  in 
the  hands  of  his  adversary,  shall  leave  with  them,  so  far  as  military 
conditions  permit,  a  portion  of  the  personnel  and  maUriel  of  his 
sanitary  service  to  atoist  in  caring  for  therti. 

Art.  II.  Subject  to  the  care  that  must  be  taken  of  them  under 
the  preceding  article,  the  sick  and  wounded  of  an  army  who  fall 
into  the  power  of  the  other  belligerent  become  prisoners  of  war, 
and  the  general  rules  of  international  law  in  respect  to  prisoners 
become  applicable  to  them. 

The  belligerents  remain  free,  however,  to  mutually  agree  uikni 
such  clauses,  by  way  of  exception  or  favor,  in  relation  to  the 
wounded  or  sick  as  they  may  deem  proper.  They  shall  especially 
have  authority  to 
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1.  To  muttially  return  the  sick  and  wotmded  left  on  the  field  of 
battle  after  an  engagement. 

2.  To  send  back  to  their  own  country  the  sick  and  wounded  who 
have  recovered,  or  who  are  in  a  condition  to  be  transported  and 
whom  they  do  not  desire  to  retain  as  prisoners. 

3.  To  send  the  sick  and  wotuided  of  the  enemy  to  a  neutral  state, 
with  the  consent  of  the  latter  and  on  condition  that  it  shall  charge 
itself  with  their  internment  until  the  close  of  hostilities. 

Art.  III.  After  every  engagement  the  belligerent  who  remains  in 
possession  of  the  field  of  battle  shall  take  measures  to  search  for 
the  wounded  and  to  protect  the  wotmded  and  dead  from  robbery 
and  ill  treatment. 

He  will  see  that  a  careful  examination  is  made  of  the  bodies  of 
the  dead  prior  to  their  interment  or  incineration. 

Art.  IV.  As  soon  as  possible  each  belligerent  shall  forward  to 
the  authorities  of  their  country  or  army  the  marks  or  military 
papers  of  identification  found  upon  the  bodies  of  the  dead,  to- 
gether with  a  list  of  names  of  the  sick  and  wounded  taken  in  charge 
by  him. 

Belligerents  will  keep  each  other  mutually  advised  of  intern- 
ments and  transfers,  together  with  admissions  to  hospitals  and 
deaths  which  occur  among  the  sick  and  wotmded  in  their  hands. 
They  will  collect  all  objects  of  personal  use,  valuables,  letters,  etc., 
which  are  found  upon  the  field  of  battle,  or  have  been  left  by  the 
sick  or  wounded  who  have  died  in  sanitary  formations  or  other 
establishments,  for  transmission  to  persons  in  interest  through  the 
authorities  of  their  own  country. 

Art.  V.  Military  authority  may  make  an  appeal  to  the  chari- 
table zeal  of  the  inhabitants  to  receive  and,  under  its  supervision, 
to  care  for  the  sick  and  wounded  of  the  armies,  granting  to  per- 
sons responding  to  such  appeals  special  protection  and  certain 
immunities. 

Chapter  II — Sanitary  Formations  and  Establishments 

Art.  VI.  Mobile  sanitary  formations  (i.  e.,  those  which  are  in- 
tended to  accompany  armies  in  the  field)  and  the  fixed  establish- 
ments belonging  to  the  sanitary  service  shall  be  protected  and 
respected  by  belligerents. 

Art.  VII.  The  protection  due  to  sanitary  formations  and  estab- 
lishments ceases  if  they  are  used  to  commit  acts  injtu*iotis  to  the 
enemy. 

Art.  VIII.  A  sanitary  formation  or  establishment  shall  not  be 
deprived  of  the  protection  accorded  by  Article  VI.  by  the  fact — 
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1.  That  the  personnel  of  a  formation  or  establishment  is  armed 
and  uses  its  arms  in  self-defence  or  iri  defence  of  its  sick  and 
wounded. 

2.  That  in  the  absence  of  armed  hospital  attendants  the  for- 
mation is  guarded  by  an  armed  detachment  or  by  sentinels  acting 
under  competent  orders. 

3.  That  arms  or  cartridges,  taken  from  the  wotmded  and  not 
yet  turned  over  to  the  proper  authorities,  are  found  in  the  forma- 
tion or  establishment. 

Chapter  III — Personnel 

Art.  IX.  The  personnel  charged  exclusively  with  the  removal, 
transportation,  and  treatment  of  the  sick  and  wotmded,  as  well 
as  with  the  administration  of  sanitary  formations  and  establish- 
ments, and  the  chaplains  attached  to  armies,  shall  be  respected 
and  protected  under  all  circumstances.  If  they  fall  into  the  hands 
of  the  enemy,  they  shall  not  be  considered  as  prisoners  of  war. 

These  provisions  apply  to  the  guards  of  sanitary  formations  and 
establishments  in  the  case  provided  for  in  Section  2  of  Article  VIII. 

Art.  X.  The  personnel  of  volunteer  aid  societies,  d'oly  recognized 
and  authorized  by  their  own  governments,  who  are  employed  in 
the  sanitary  formations  and  establishments  of  armies,  are  assimi- 
lated to  the  personnel  contemplated  in  the  preceding  article,  upon 
condition  that  the  said  personnel  shall  be  subject  to  military  laws 
and  regulations. 

Each  state  shall  make  known  to  the  other,  either  in  time  of 
peace,  or  at  the  opening,  or  during  the  progress  of  hostilities,  and 
in  any  case  before  actual  employment,  the  names  of  the  societies 
which  it  has  authorized  to  render  assistance,  under  its  responsi- 
bflity,  in  the  official  sanitary  service  of  its  armies. 

Art.  XI.  A  recognized  society  of  a  neutral  state  can  only  lend 
the  services  of  its  sanitary  personnel  and  formations  to  a  belliger- 
ent with  the  prior  consent  of  its  own  government  and  the  authority 
of  such  belligerent.  The  belligerent  who  has  accepted  such  as- 
sistance is  required  to  notify  the  enemy  before  making  any  use 
thereof. 

Art.  XII.  Persons  described  in  Articles  IX.,  X.,  and  XI.  will  con- 
tinue in  the  exercise  of  their  ftmctions,  under  the  direction  of  the 
enemy,  after  they  have  fallen  into  his  power. 

When  their  assistance  is  no  longer  indispensable  they  will  be 
sent  back  to  their  army  or  country,  within  such  period  and  by 
such  route  as  may  accord  with  military  necessity.     They  will 
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C4rry  with  them  such  effects,  instruments,  arms,  and  horses  as  are 
their  private  property. 

Art.  XIII.  While  they  remain  in  his  power,  the  enemy  will  se- 
cure to  the  personnel  mentioned  in  Article  IX.  the  same  pay  and 
allowances  to  which  persons  of  the  same  grade  in  his  own  army 
are  entitled. 

Chaptbr  IV — Materiel 

Art.  XIV.  If  mobile  sanitary  formations  fall  into  the  power  of 
the  enemy,  they  sh^  retain  their  tnaUriel,  including  the  teams, 
whatever  may  be  the  means  of  transportation  and  the  conducting 
personnel.  Competent  military  authority,  however,  shall  have 
the  right  to  employ  it  in  caring  for  the  sick  and  woimded.  The 
restitution  of  the  mat4riel  shall  take  place  in  accordance  with  the 
conditions  prescribed  for  the  sanitary  personnels  and,  as  far  as 
possible,  at  the  same  time. 

Art.  XV.  Buildings  and  waUriel  pertaining  to  fixed  establish- 
ments shall  remain  subject  to  the  laws  pf  war,  but  cannot  be  di- 
verted from  their  use  so  long  as  they  are  necessary  for  the  sick  and 
wounded.  Conmianders  of  troops  engaged  in  operations,  how- 
ever, may  use  them,  in  case  of  important  military  necessity,  if, 
before  such  t;se,  the  sick  and  wounded  who  are  in  them  have  been 
provided  for. 

Art.  XVI.  The  tnat^riel  of  aid  societies  admitted  to  the  benefits 
of  this  Convention,  in  conformity  to  the  conditions  therein  estab- 
lished, is  regarded  as  private  property,  and,  as  such,  will  be  re- 
spected under  all  circumstances,  save  that  it  is  subject  to  the 
recognized  right  pf  requisition  by  belligerents  in  conformity  to  the 
laws  and  usages  of  war. 

Chapter  V— Convoys  op  Evacuation 

Art.  XVII.  Convoys  of  evacuation  shall  be  treated  as  mobile 
sanitary  formations  subject  to  the  following  special  provisions: 

1.  A  belligerent  intercepting  a  convoy  may,  if  required  by  mili- 
tary necessity,  break  up  such  convoy,  charging  himself  with  the 
care  of  the  sick  and  woimded  whom  it  contains. 

2.  In  this  case  the  obligation  to  return  the  sanitary  personnel, 
as  provided  for  in  Article  XII.,  shall  be  extended  to  include  the 
entire  military  personnel  employed,  tmder  competent  orders,  in 
the  transportation  and  protection  of  the  convoy. 

The  obligation  to  rettun  the  sanitary  maUriel,  as  provided  for 
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in  Article  XIV.,  shall  apply  to  raflway  traiiu  and  ves^I&  intended 
iot  interior  ilavigation  which  have  been  especially  equipped  for 
evacuation  purposes,  as  well  as  to  the  ordinary  vehicles,  trains, 
and  vessels  which  belong  to  the  sanitary  service. 

Military  vehicles,  with  their  teams,  other  than  those  belonging 
to  the  sanitary  service,  may  be  captured. 

The  civil  personnel  and  the  various  means  of  transportation 
obtained  by  requisition,  including  railway  matiriel  And  Vessels 
utilized  for  convoys,  are  subject  to  the  general  rules  of  intet-- 
national  law. 

Chapter  VI — Distinctive  Emblem 

Art.  XVIII.  In  deference  to  Switzerland  the  heraldic  emblem 
of  the  red  cross  on  a  white  ground,  formed  by  the  reversal  of  the 
Federal  colors,  is  continued  as  the  emblem  and  distinctive  sign  of 
the  sanitary  service  of  armies. 

Art.  XIX.  This  emblem  appears  on  flags  and  brassai*ds,  as  well 
as  upon  all  ntcU^iel  appertaining  to  the  sanitary  service,  with  the 
permission  of  the  competent  military  authority. 

Art.  XX.  The  personnel  protected  in  virtue  of  the  first  para- 
graph of  Article  IX.,  and  Articles  X.  and  XI.,  will  wear  attached  to 
the  left  arm  a  brassard  bearing  a  red  cross  on  a  white  ground, 
which  will  be  issued  and  stamped  by  competent  military  authority, 
and  accompanied  by  a  certificate  of  identity  in  the  case  of  persons 
attached  to  the  sanitary  service  of  armies  who  do  not  have  military 
uniform. 

Art.  XXI.  The  distinctive  flag  of  the  Convention  can  only  be 
displayed  over  the  sanitary  formations  and  establishments  which 
the  Convention  provides  shall  be  respected,  and  with  the  consent 
of  the  military  authorities.  It  shall  be  accompanied  by  the 
national  flag  of  the  belligerent  to  whose  service  the  formation  or 
establishment  is  attached. 

Sanitary  formations  which  have  fallen  into  the  power  of  the 
enemy,  however,  shall  fly  no  other  flag  than  that  of  the  Red  Cross 
so  lorg  as  they  continue  in  that  situation. 

Art.  XXII.  The  sanitary  formations  of  neutral  countries  which, 
under  the  conditions  set  forth  in  Article  XL,  have  been  authorized 
to  render  thei*"  services,  shall  fly,  with  the  flag  of  the  convention, 
the  national  flag  of  the  belligerent  to  which  they  are  attached. 
The  provisions  of  the  second  paragraph  of  the  preceding  article 
are  applicable  to  them. 

Art.  XXIII.  The  emblem  of  the  red  croSs  on  a  white  ground  and 
the  words  Red  Cross  or  Geneva  Cross  may  only  be  used,  whether  in 
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time  of  peace  or  war,  to  protect  or  designate  sanitary  formations 
and  establishments,  the  personnel  and  maUriel  protected  by  the 
Convention. 

Chapter  VII — ^Application  and  Execution  op  the  Convention 

Art.  XXIV.  The  provisions  of  the  present  Convention  are  obliga- 
tory only  on  the  contracting  powers,  in  case  of  war  between  two 
or  more  of  them.  The  said  provisions  shall  cease  to  be  obligatory 
if  one  of  the  belligerent  powers  shotild  not  be  signatory  to  the 
Convention. 

Art.  XXV.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  commanders-in-chief  of 
the  belligerent  armies  to  provide  for  the  details  of  execution  of  the 
foregoing  articles,  as  well  as  for  unforeseen  cases,  in  accordance 
with  the  instructions  of  their  respective  governments  and  con- 
formably to  the  general  principles  of  this  Convention. 

Art.  XXVI.  The  signatory  governments  shall  take  the  neces- 
sary steps  to  acquaint  their  troops,  and  particularly  the  protected 
personnel,  with  the  provisions  of  this  Convention  and  to  make 
them  known  to  the  people  at  large. 

Chapter  VIII — Repression  of  Abuses  and  Infractions 

Art.  XXVII.  The  signatory  powers  whose  legislation  may  not 
now  be  adeqtiate  engage  to  take  or  recommend  to  their  legislatures 
such  measures  as  may  be  necessary  to  prevent  the  use,  by  private 
persons  or  by  societies,  other  than  those  upon  which  this  Conven- 
tion confers  the  right  thereto,  of  the  emblem  or  name  of  the  Red 
Cross  or  Geneva  Cross,  particularly  for  commercial  purposes  by 
means  of  trade-marks  or  commercial  labels. 

The  prohibition  of  the  use  of  the  emblem  or  name  in  question 
shall  take  effect  from  the  time  set  in  each  act  of  legislation,  and  at 
the  latest  five  years  after  this  Convention  goes  into  effect.  After 
such  going  into  effect,  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  use  a  trade-mark  or 
commercial  label  contrary  to  such  prohibition. 

Art.  XXVIII.  In  the  event  of  their  military  penal  laws  being  in- 
sufficient, the  signatory  governments  also  engage  to  take,  or  to 
recommend  to  their  legislatures,  the  necessary  measures  to  repress, 
in  time  of  war,  individual  acts  of  robbery  and  ill  treatment  of  the 
sick  and  wounded  of  the  armies,  as  well  as  to  punish,  as  usurpa- 
tions of  military  insignia,  the  wrongful  use  of  the  flag  and  brassard 
of  the  Red  Cross  by  military  persons  or  private  individuals  not 
protected  by  the  present  Convention. 
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They  will  commtinicate  to  each  other  through  the  Swiss  Federal 
Council  the  measures  taken  with  a  view  to  such  repression,  not 
later  than  five  years  from  the  ratification  of  the  present  Conven- 
tion. 

General  Provisions 

Art.  XXIX.  The  present  Convention  shall  be  ratified  as  soon  as 
possible.     The  ratifications  will  be  deposited  at  Berne. 

A  record  of  the  deposit  of  each  act  of  ratification  shall  be  pre- 
pared, of  which  a  duly  certified  copy  shall  be  sent,  through  diplo- 
matic channels,  to  each  of  the  contracting  powers. 

Art.  XXX.  The  present  Convention  shall  become  operative,  as 
to  each  power,  six  months  after  the  date  of  deposit  of  its  ratifica- 
tion. 

Art.  XXXI.  The  present  Convention,  when  duly  ratified,  shall 
supersede  the  Convention  of  August  22,  1864,  in  the  relations  be- 
tween the  contracting  states. 

The  Convention  of  1864  remains  in  force  in  the  relations  between 
the  parties  who  signed  it  but  who  may  not  also  ratify  the  present 
Convention. 

Art.  XXXII.  The  present  Convention  may,  until  December  31, 
proximo,  be  signed  by  the  powers  represented  at  the  Conference 
which  opened  at  Geneva  on  June  11,  1906,  as  well  as  by  the  powers 
not  represented  at  the  Conference  who  have  signed  the  Convention 
of  1864. 

Such  of  these  powers  as  shall  not  have  signed  the  present  Con- 
vention on  or  before  December  31,  1906,  will  remain  at  liberty  to 
accede  to  it  after  that  date.  They  shall  signify  their  adherence  in 
a  wntten  notification  addressed  to  the  Swiss  Federal  Council,  and 
communicated  to  all  the  contracting  powers  by  the  said  Coiuicil. 

Other  powers  may  request  to  adhere  in  the  same  manner,  but 
their  request  shall  only  be  effective  if,  within  the  period  of  one 
year  from  its  notification  to  the  Federal  Council,  such  Council  has 
not  been  advised  of  any  opposition  on  the  part  of  any. of  the  con- 
tracting powers. 

Art.  XXXIII.  Each  of  the  contracting  parties  shall  have  the 
right  to  denounce  the  present  Convention.  This  denunciation  shall 
only  become  operative  one  year  after  a  notification  in  writing  shall 
have  been  made  to  the  Swiss  Federal  Council,  which  shall  forth- 
with communicate  such  notification  td  all  the  other  contracting 
parties. 

This  denunciation  shall  only  begoiQe  operative  lA  respegt  to  th^ 
pow^r  which  has  given  it, 
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In  faith  whereof  the  plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  present 
Convention  and  affixed  their  seals  thereto. 

Done  at  Geneva,  the  sixth  day  of  July,  one  thousand  nine  hun- 
dred and  six,  in  a  single  copy,  which  shall  remain  in  the  archives 
of  the  Swiss  Confederation  and  certified  copies  of  which  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  contracting  parties  through  diplomatic  channels. 


VCEU  OF  THE   CONFERENCE 

After  the  Convention  had  been  agreed  upon,  the  following  vopu^ 
or  expression  of  desire,  was  adopted  by  the  delegates  composing 
the  Conference,  and  in  the  following  form  was  submitted  by  them 
to  their  respective  governments: 

"  With  a  view  to  reach  as  close  an  interpretation  and  applica- 
tion of  the  Convention  as  is  possible,  the  Conference  expresses  the 
wish  that  the  contracting  powers  submit  to  the  Permanent  Court 
at  The  Hague  for  adjustment  such  differences  as  may  arise  be- 
tween them,  in  time  of  peace,  in  respect  to  the  interpretation  of 
the  Convention." 

An  expression  of  desire,  considerably  broader  in  its  scope,  was 
submitted  to  the  Conference  by  Mr.  De  Martens,  one  of  the  Dele- 
gates Plenipotentiary  of  Russia.  As  Mr.  De  Martens's  proposition 
failed  to  receive  sufficient  support  to  warrant  its  adoption,  a  com- 
promise suggested  by  Baron  von  Biilow,  of  Germany,  was  accepted 
by  the  Conference.  The  jurisdiction  conferred  upon  the  arbitral 
tribunal  at  The  Hague  by  the  Convention  of  July  29,  1889,  is 
sufficiently  broad  to  allow  it  to  entertain  questions  of  dispute 
growing  out  of  the  application  of  the  Geneva  Convention  of  1906, 
so  that  from  that  point  of  view  a  conventional  stipulation  in 
furtherance  of  the  arbitration  agreement  was  unnecessary.  It  is 
not  easy  to  see,  as  the  Geneva  Convention  only  becomes  operative 
in  time  of  war,  what  cases  can  arise  in  time  of  peace  to  which  the 
terms  of  the  Convention  can  properly  apply. 
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THE  DECLARATION  OF   PARIS 

Declaration  Respecting  Maritime  Law,  Signed  by  the  Plen- 
ipotentiaries OF  Great  Britain,  AusTkiA,  {France,  PrIjssia, 
^    .  Russia,  Sardinia,  and  Turkey,  Assembled  in  Congress  at 
VVx'^     Paris,  April  i6,  1856 

'*  The  Plenipotentiaries  who  signed  the  Treaty  of  Paris  of  the  30th 
of  March,  1856,  assembled  in  conference, — Considering: 

''  That  maritime  law,  in  time  of  war,  has  long  been  the  subject  of 
deplorable  disputes; 

"  That  the  uncertainty  of  the  law,  and  of  the  duties  in  sueh  a  mat- 
ter, gives  rise  to  differences  of  opinion  between  neutrals  and  bellig- 
erents which  may  occasion  serious  difficulties,  and  even  conflicts ; 

"  That  it  is  consequently  advantageous  to  establish  a  uniform  doc- 
trine on  so  important  a  point ; 

'*  That  the  Plenipotentiaries  assembled  in  Congress  at  Paris  cannot 
better  respond  to  the  intentions  by  which  their  governments  are  an- 
imated than  by  seeking  to  introduce  into  international  relations  Axed 
principles  in  this  respect : 

"The  above-mentioned  Plenipotentiaries,  being  duly  authorized, 
resolved  to  concert  among  themselves  as  to  the  means  of  attaining 
this  object ;  and,  having  come  to  an  agreement,  have  adopted  the 
following  solemn  declaration : 

'^  I.  Privateering  is,  and  remains  abolished. 

"  2.  The  neutral  flag  covers  enemy's  goods,  with  the  exception  (rf 
contraband  of  war. 

"  3.  Neutral  goods,  with  the  exception  of  contraband  of  war,  are 
not  liable  to  capture  under  the  enemy's  flag. 

''  4.  Blockades,  in  order  to  be  binding,  must  be  effective,  that  is  to 
say,  maintained  by  a  force  sufficient  really  to  prevent  access  to  the 
coast  of  the  ^nemy. 

"The  governments  of  the  undersigned  iPlenipotentiaries engage  to 
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bring  the  present  Declaration  to  the  knowledge  of  the  states  which  have 
not  taken  part  in  the  Congress  of  Paris,  and  to  invite  them  to  accede  to  it. 

"  Convinced  that  the  maxims  which  they  now  proclaim  cannot  but 
be  received  with  gratitude  by  the  whole  world,  the  undersigned  Plen- 
ipotentiaries doubt  not  that  the  efforts  of  their  governments  to  obtain 
the  general  adoption  thereof  will  be  crowned  with  full  success. 

*^  The  present  Declaration  is  not  and  shall  not  be  binding,  except 
between  those  Powers  who  have  acceded,  or  shall  accede,  to  it. 

"  Done  at  Paris,  April  i6, 1856." 

This  Declaration  of  the  six  powers  of  the  Paris  conference  was 
communicated  to  other  states,  and  it  was  stated,  in  a  memorandum 
of  the  French  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  to  the  Emperor,  dated  June 
12,  1858,  that  the  following  powers  had  signified  their  full  allegiance 
to  the  four  principles — viz.,  Baden,  Bavaria,  Bremen,  Brazil,  the  Duchy 
of  Brunswick,  Chili,  the  Argentine  Republic,  the  Germanic  Con- 
federation, Denmark,  the  two  Sicilies,  Ecuador,  the  Roman  states, 
Greece,  Guatemala,  Hayti,  Hamburg,  Hanover,  the  two  Hesses,  Lu- 
beck,  Mecklenburg-Strelitz,  Mecklenburg-Schwerin,  Nassau,  Olden- 
burg, Parma,  the  Netherlands,  Peru,  Portugal,  Saxony,  Saxe-AI ten- 
burg,  Saxe-Coburg-Gotha,  Saxe-Meiningen,  Saxe-Weimar,  Sweden, 
Switzerland,  Tuscany,  and  Wurtemberg.  The  executive  govern- 
ment of  Uruguay  also  gave  its  full  assent  to  all  the  four  principles, 
subject  to  the  ratification  of  the  legislature.  Spain  and  Mexico 
adopted  the  last  three  as  their  own,  but,  on  account  of  the  first 
article,  declined  acceding  to  the  entire  Declaration.  The  United 
States  adopted  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  propositions,  indepen- 
dently of  the  first,  offering,  however,  to  adopt  that  also,  with  the 
following  amendment,  or  additional  clause,  "  and  the  private  prop- 
erty of  subjects  or  citizens  of  a  belligerent  on  the  high  seas,  shall  be 
exempt  from  seizure  by  the  public  armed  vessels  of  the  other  bellig- 
erent except  it  be  contraband."  The  proposition  thus  extended 
has  been  accepted  by  Russia,  and  some  other  states  have  signified 
their  approbation  of  it.  There  is  reason  to  hope  that  all  the  mari- 
time nations  of  Europe  will  eventually  adopt  the  extension.*  The 
reasons  advanced  by  the  United  States  for  declining  to  accept  the 
entire  Declaration  have  been  fully  discussed  elsewhere.* 

*  II  Halleck,  p.  17.  the  EneHsh  Parliament,  see  For.  Rel. 

*  Ante,  p.  384.     For  a  discussion  of     of  the  United   States,  1875,  pp.  616^ 
the  principles    of  the  Declazmtion  in     631. 
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THE  DECLARATION  OF  ST.  PETERSBURG 

In  December,  1868,  a  conference  of  delegates,  representing  nine- 
teen states,  assembled  at  St.  Petersburg,  upon  the  invitation  of  the 
Russian  Government,  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  existing  rules 
of  war.  This  body,  which  has  become  known  as  the  International 
Military  Commission,  completed  its  labors  on  November  4-16  of  the 
same  year.  As  a  result  of  its  deliberations,  the  following  Declara- 
tion was  agreed  to  and  signed  by  the  duly  authorized  represent- 
atives of  the  states  participating  in  the  conference :  * 

''Considering  that  the  progress  of  civilization  should  have  the 
effect  of  alleviating  as  much  as  possible  the  calamities  of  war ; 

''That  the  only  legitimate  object  which  states  should  endeavor 
to  accomplish  during  war  is  to  weaken  the  military  force  of  the 
enemy ; 

"  That  for  this  purpose  it  is  sufficient  to  disable  the  greatest  pos- 
sible number  of  men ; 

"  That  this  object  would  be  exceeded  by  the  employment  of  arms 
which  uselessly  aggravate  the  sufferings  of  disabled  men,  or  render 
their  death  inevitable ; 

"  That  the  employment  of  such  arms  would,  therefore,  be  contrary 
to  the  laws  of  humanity ; 

"  The  contracting  parties  engage  mutually  to  renounce,  in  case 
of  war  among  themselves,  the  employment,  by  their  military  or  naval 
forces,  of  any  projectile  of  less  weight  than  four  hundred  grammes* 
which  is  explosive,  or  is  charged  with  fulminating  or  inflammable 
substances. 

'  AastriEp   Bavaria,   Belgium,    Den-  tion,    Russia,  Sweden,   and   Norway, 

mark,    France,  Great  Britain,  Greece,  Switzerland,    Turkey,    and    Wtrtem* 

Italy,  the  Netherlands,  Persia,  Portugal,  beig. 
Prussia,  the  North  German  Confedera-         *  Fourteen  ounces  avoirdupois. 

34 
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**  They  agree  to  invite  all  the  states  which  have  not  taken  part  in 
the  deliberations  of  the  International  Military  Commission,  assem- 
bled at  St.  Petersburg,  by  sending  delegates  thereto,  to  accede  to 
the  present  engagement. 

'*  This  engagement  is  obligatory  only  upon  the  contracting  or  ac- 
ceding parties  thereto,  in  case  of  war  between  two  or  more  of  them- 
selves; it  is  not  applicable  with  regard  to  non-contracting  powers, 
or  powers  that  shall  not  have  acceded  to  it. 

*'  It  will  also  cease  to  be  obligatory  from  the  moment  when,  in  a 
war  between  contracting  or  acceding  parties,  a  non-contracting  party, 
or  a  non-acceding  party,  shall  join  one  of  the  belligerents. 

'*  The  contracting  or  acceding  parties  reserve  to  themselves  the 
right  to  come  to  an  understanding  hereafter  whenever  a  precise 
proposition  shall  be  drawn  up,  in  view  of  future  improvements  which 
may  be  effected  in  the  armament  of  troops,  in  order  to  maintain  the 
principles  which  they  have  established,  and  to  reconcile  the  neces- 
sities of  war  with  the  laws  of  humanity." 


APPENDIX  D 

THE  INTERNATIONAL  PEACE  CONFERENCE  OF  1899  AT 

THE   HAGUE 

(May  18  to  July  29,  1899) 

As  a  restdt  of  the  deliberations  of  the  International  Peace  Con- 
ference, convened  in  pursuance  of  an  invitation  addressed  by  the 
Imp>erial  Government  of  Russia  to  the  principal  states  of  the  civil- 
ized world,  three  treaties  or  conventions  were  entered  into  and 
three  formal  declarations  were  adopted  by  the  signatory  powers. 
In  addition  to  this  action  in  the  way  of  obligatory  conventions, 
several  important  resolutions  were  agreed  to  and  submitted  to 
the  signatory  powers  for  subsequent  consideration.  The  following 
are  the  principal  results  of  the  Conference: 

I.  A  Convantiop  for  the  pacific  adjustment  of  international  dis- 
putes.^ 

II.  A  Convention  in  respect  to  the  laws  and  usa£[es  of  war  on 

land.« 

in.  A  Convention  for  the  adaptation  of  the  rules  of  maritime 
warfare  to  the  principles  of  the  Geneva  Convention  of  August  22, 
1364.* 

IV.  Three  declarations  in  respect  to  the  following  subjects: 
(a.)  The  prohibition  of  the  use  of  projectiles  or  explosives  from 

balloons,  or  by  other  similar  methods. 

(6.)  The  prohibition  of  the  employment  of  projectiles  which  have 
for  their  sole  purpose  to  diffuse  asphyxiating  or  other  deleterious 
gases. 

(c.)  The  prohibition  of  bullets  which  expand  or  flatten  easily  in 
the  himian  body ;  such  as  bullets  with  hard  jackets,  which  do  not 
entirely  fcover  the  projectile  or  are  provided  with  incisions. 

V.  ^ix  re^olntlonsi  of  international  importance  were  also  agreed 
tQ  by  tl^e  Conference.' 

t  For  tha  te3(t  of  t^esB  Conventions,  m  '  For  the  text  of  these  resolutions,  see 

nmen^ed  by  the  Second  Peace  Conference       page  551  post. 
fit  The  Hague,  see  Appendix  P. 
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DECLARATIONS  OF  THE  PEACE  CONFERENCE  OF  1899 

AT  THE  HAGUE 

I — ^Throwing  Projectiles  and  Explosives  frou  Balloons 

Declaration. — ^The  contracting  powers  agree,  for  a  period  of 
five  years,  to  forbid  the  throwing  of  projectiles  and  explosives  from 
balloons  or  by  other  xlew  methods  of  a  similar  nature.^ 

II — Projectiles  which  Diffuse  Asprtxiatino  Gases 

Declaration. — The  contracting  powers  agree  to  forbid  the  em- 
ployment of  projectiles  which  have  for  their  sole  purpose  the  diffu- 
sion of  asphyxiating  or  deleterious  gases.' 


Ill — Use  of  Expanding  Projectiles 

Declaration. — ^The  contracting  powers  agree  to  forbid  the  em- 
plo3rment  of  bullets  which  expand  '  or  flatten  easily  in  the  htunan 
body,  such  as  bullets  the  jackets  of  which  do  not  entirely  cover 
the  core  or  are  provided  with  incisions.* 


1  Not  accepted  by  the  tfaiited  States. 
See  note  4  pott. 

sThis  declaration,  which  waa  unani- 
mously agreed  to  by  the  Conference  of 
1899,  and  contained  the  same  provisions 
in  respect  to  the  parties  to  its  operation 
and  the  same  requirements  as  to  ratifica- 
tion, adhesion,  and  disavowal  as  the  Con- 
vention regarding  the  Lawk  and  Usages 
of  War  on  Land  adopted  by  the  same 
Conference.  It  expired,  by  iU  own  limi- 
tation, on  July  99.  i90f  .and  was  replaced 
by  a  similar  declaration  of  the  Second 
Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague.  For 
text,  see  Appendix  P. 

*The  expansive  action  of  small-arm 
projectiles,  which  is  described  in  the 
French  text  of  the  Convendon  by  the 
term  s*9patumissent,  is,  perhaps,  more 
accurately  described  by  the  use  of  the 
term  *'to  mushroom."  which  has  been 
adopted  to  explain  the  exact  nature  of 
the  injury  inflicted  by  the  penetration 
of  the  projectile  into  animal  tissues. 

«Not  accepted  by  the  United  States. 
See  note  i  supra,  tn  a  report  submitted 
to  the  Conference  by  a  committee  charged 
with  the  preparation  of  arul^interdicUng 
the  use  ot  certain  objectionable  small-arm 

Srojectiles  in  war,  two  powers.  Great 
ritain  and  the  United  States,  were  re- 
corded as  voting  against  the  rule  pro- 
posed by  the  committee  and  finally 
adopted  by  the  Conference:  but  no  rea- 
sons for  their  negative  votes  accompanied 
the  report.    Aa  taa  objaetioaa  of  the  pow* 


ers  above  named  had  to  do,  not  with  the 
end  proposed,  but  with  the  means  of  at- 
taining that  end.  an  amfendment  was 
submitted  at  a  subsequent  session  of  the 
Conference  by  General  Crosier,  of  the 
American  delegation,  in  the  following 
terms:  "The  use  of  bulleta  which  inflict 
wounds  of  useless  cruelty — such  as  ex- 

Elosive  bulleU,  and,  in  general,  every 
ind  of  bullet  which  exceeds  the  Umit 
necessary  for  placing  a  man  immediately 
kors  dt  comfrol— should  be  forbidden.  * 
The  reasons  advanced  by  General  Crosier 
in  support  of  his  amendment  ma^  be 
summarised  as  follows:  The  proposition 
of  the  committee  is  based  upon  the  me- 
chanical construction  of  a  particular  bul- 
let, and  upon  the  injunr  wmch  is  believed 
to  follow  ita  use — that  is,  the  iwohibition 
extends  to  "bulleta  which  expand  or  flat- 
ten easily  in  the  human  body,  such  as 
jacketed  bulleta,  of  which  the  jacket  does 
not  entirely  cover  the  core  or  contidns 
incisions."  The  rule  of  war  applicable 
to  the  case  in  point  is  an  old  one  and 
permita  of  the  infliction  of  just  so  much 
injury  to  an  individual  combatant  as  will 
sidSce  to  place  him  immediately  kors  <U 
combat.  Just  this  amount  of  injury,  and 
no  more,  is  lawful:  anything  beyond  this 
is  unauthorised.  The  St.  Petersburg  Con- 
ference added  nothing  to  the  scope  of  this 
rule,  which  had  long  Seen  understood  and 
applied  by  modem  states  in  the  conduct 
ot  milits>y  operations.  It,  tbarafora, 
rittad  with  a  rimpit  fwtataniMt  of  iSbm 
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The  Declarations  op  1899 

The  Convention  of  1899  contained  three' declarations.  In  the 
first  the  signatory  powers  agreed  to  forbid,  for  the  period  of  five 
years,  the  throwing  of  projectiles  and  explosives  from  balloons. 
This  declaration  expired  by  its  own  limitation  on  July  29,  1904. 
The  second  declaration  forbade  the  employment  of  projectiles  hav- 
ing for  their  sole  purpose  to  diffuse  asphyxiating  or  deleterious 
gases.  The  third  and  last  of  the  declarations  forbade  the  use  of 
small-arm  projectiles  "which  expand  or  flatten  easily  in  the  hu- 
man body — such  as  those  having  jackets  which  do  not  entirely 
cover  the  core  or  are  provided  with  incisions."  The  last-named 
prohibition  the  United  States  declined  to  accept,  and  that  gov- 
ernment has  never,  by  accession  or  adherence,  become  a  party  to 
its  operation. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  declaration  of  1899  on  the  subject 
of  small-arm  projectiles  makes  the  prohibition  to  depend  upon  a 
particular  injiuy  to  the  tissues  caused  by  a  bullet  having  the  me- 
chanical construction  described  in  the  declaration.  Other  forms 
of  bullet,  of  which  there  are  a  great  number,  some  of  which  inflict 
wounds  that  exceed  in  cruelty  those  described  in  the  Convention, 


rule,  and,  in  its  declaration  upon  the  sub- 
ject, placed  an  express  prohibition  upon 
the  only  small-arm  projectile  then  known 
— the  explosive  bullet — which  was  calcu- 
lated to  inflict  needless  or  tmnecessary 
injury.  If  this  were  all,  there  would  be 
no  need  at  this  time  to  attempt  to  extend 
the  scope  of  the  rules  regulating  the  in- 
fliction of  injury  upon  individual  com- 
batants in  time  of  war,  or  to  place  a  limi- 
tation upon  the  field  of  development  or 
invention.  The  general  adoption  of  the 
small-caliber  bullet,  however,  operates  to 
reopen  Uie  question  to  some  extent  and 
maxes  it  necessary  in  the  interest  of  hu- 
manity to  place  some  restriction  upon  the 
development  of  small-caliber  projectiles; 
and  the  need  of  a  restriction  in  this  regard 
grows  out  of  the  very  nature  of  the  small- 
caliber  projectile  itself.  A  bullet  accom- 
plishes Its  purpose,  of  placing  a  man  hors 
d€  combat,  by  the  shock  which  follows  its 
impact  upon  the  human  body.  This 
shock  depends  upon  the  might  and  veloc- 
ity of  the  projectile,  and.  to  an  apprecia- 
ble extent,  upon  its  form  and  construc- 
tion as  well.  The  old  form  of  bullet 
easily  accomplished  this  purpose;  the 
new  small-arm  bullet  does  not— certainly 
in  all  cases:  and  the  shock  attending  its 
impact  may  be,  and  In  some  well-authenti- 
cated instances  has  been  known  to  be.  so 
slight  as  to  fail  to  place  the  individual 
h>rs  dir  eomhcU.  To  increase  this  effect, 
therefore,  so  as  to  bring  it  up  to  the  limit 


allowed  by  the  rules  of  civilized  warfare, 
it  is  necessary  to  add  to  the  shock  of  im- 
pact by  increasing  the  severity  of  the 
wound  inflicted  hy  the  small-caliber  pro- 
jectile; and  it  is  m  connection  with  such 
an  increase  in  its  wounding  power  that 
the  need  of  a  rule  becomes  immediately 
apparent.  The  rule  stiggested  by  Gen- 
eral Crosier  makes  the  nature  and  extent 
of  the  injury  inflicted  by  the  bullet  the 
test  of  conformity  to  the  rule;  the  prop- 
osition submitted  by  the  committee  re- 
stricts the  test  to  a  particular  mechanical 
construction,  or  to  a  "bullet  which  ex- 
pands or  flattens  easilv  in  the  human 
Dody'*;  any  other  method  of  increasing 
the  shock  which  avoids  the  conditions 
above  stated  may  be  adopted  by  a  sig- 
natory party  without  transgresdng  the 
technical  requirements  of  the  rule  pro- 
posed by  the  Conference.  It  is  greatly 
to  be  regretted  that  a  proposition  drawn 
upon  the  lines  laid  down  by  General 
Crosier  in  his  amendment  was  not  adopt- 
ed by  the  Conference,  with  the  addition, 
if  need  be,  of  such  general  terms  of  de- 
scription as  would  prohibit^  the  use.m 
war  of  any  small -caliber  proiectile  which 
is  calculated  to  inflict  wounds  of  needless 
or  unnecessary  crueltv.  This  declaration 
was  acceded  to  by  England  during  the 
sessions  of,  the  Second  Peace  Conference 
at  The  Hague,  so  that  the  United  States 
is  now  the  only  power  remaining  outside 
the  operation  of  the  Declaration. 
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do  not  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  prohibition  and,  as  the  declara- 
tion contains  no  general  terms  of  restriction,  may  be  employed 
with  impunity. 

For  that  reason  an  amendment  was  submitted  to  the  First  Peace 
Conference,  by  General  Crozier,  of  the  American  delegation,  which 
forbade  the  use  of  bullets  "which  inflicted  wounds  of  needless  or 
unnecessary  severity ;  such,  for  example,  as  explosive  bullets  and, 
in  general,  every  kind  of  small-arm  projectile  which  exceeds  the 
limit  necessary  for  placing  a  man  immediately  hors  de  combat." 
General  Crozier's  amendment,  though  lucidly  explained  and  sup- 
ported by  the  most  convincing  argtunents,  failed  of  adoption,  and 
the  declaration,  in  the  form  prop>osed  by  the  sub-committee,  was 
approved  by  the  Conference  and  inserted  in  the  Convention. 

General  Crozier 's  sotmd  and  well-considered  views  have  been 
fully  vindicated  by  the  test  of  subsequent  practical  experience, 
and  his  reasoning  has  lost  none  of  its  cogency  or  force  ill  the  years 
which  have  elapsed  since  his  amendment  was  rejected.  Small-arm 
projectiles  having  the  mechanical  construction,  or  causing  the 
wounds  which  are  particularly  described  in  the  declaration,  have 
ceased  to  be  manufactured;  and  the  forms  now  in  use,  some  of 
which  inflict  woimds  of  great  and  unnecessary  severity,  are  no 
longer  within  the  narrow  and  illogical  terms  of  the  prohibition. 
Had  the  Crozier  amendment  been  adopted,  it  is  highly  probable 
that  a  type  of  small-arm  projectile  would  have  been  developed 
which  would  have  met  all  reasonable  requirements  in  respect  to 
velocity,  range,  and  flatness  of  trajectory,  without  the  needless 
and  inhuman  laceration  of  tissues  which  attend  those  now  in  use, 
or  which  are  proposed  for  adoption  in  the  armies  of  some  civilized 
powers. 

Although  the  United  States  was  not  able  to  accept  the  declara- 
tion of  1899  in  the  form  in  which  it  appears  in  the  Convention,  it 
has  always  regarded  the  jrestriction  as  an  appropriate  subject  for 
conventional  regulation,  supplementing,  as  it  does,  the  htimane 
requirements  of  the  St.  Petersburg  declaration  of  1868. 

The  declaration  of  1899,  while  conceived  in  a  highly  htunane 
spirit,  made  the  prohibition  in  respect  to  the  use  of  smaU-arm  pro- 
jectiles to  depend,  not  upon  their  effects  upon  the  human  body,  or 
upon  their  efficiency  in  placing  a  man  hors  de  combat,  but,  to  some 
extent,  upon  their  mechanical  construction,  and  upon  certain  spe- 
cific effects  upon  the  tissues  which  were  expressly  stated  in  the 
declaration.  It  will  be  apparent  that  any  restriction  which  it  may 
be  determined  to  impose,  by  treaty  or  otherwise,  upon  the  use  of 
certain  small-arm  projectiles  should  be  logically  conceived,  clearly 
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stated,  and  should  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  wound  occasioned 
by  their  use.  In  other  words,  it  should  be  based  upon  the  char- 
acter and  extent  of  the  injury  so  inflicted;  upon  the  destruction 
of  tissues,  rather  than  upon  the  mechanical  construction  of  the 
projectile  which  causes  the  destruction. 

It  was  believed  that  the  time  had  come  for  the  adoption  of  a 
sound  and  wholesome  prohibition  upon  the  use  of  small-arm  pro- 
jectiles the  effects  of  which  upon  the  htunan  body  are  in  excess 
of  the  requirements  of  civilized  warfare.  A  government  has  the 
right  to  use  a  projectile  which,  by  its  shock  of  impact,  will  place 
an  individual  combatant  hors  de  combat.  So  much  of  injury  is 
lawful,  but  all  injury  in  excess  of  the  limit  so  imposed  is  imlawful, 
because  it  is  cruel,  inhuman,  accomplishes  no  military  purpose, 
and  exceeds  the  standards  of  reasonable  military  necessity. 

A  proposition  couched  in  the  following  language,  which  is  identi- 
cal with  that  used  by  General  Crozier  in  1899,  was  prepared,  and 
printed  and  distributed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  rules  gov- 
erning the  procedure  of  the  Conference  and  its  committees: 

"The  use  of  bullets  which  inflict  tmnecessarily  cruel  wounds — 
such  as  explosive  bullets  and,  in  general,  every  kind  of  bvdlet  which 
exceeds  the  limit  necessary  for  placing  a  man  immediately  hors  de 
combat — should  be  forbidden." 

On  the  day  set  apart  for  the  discussion  of  the  declaration  it  was 
called  up,  but  was  ruled  out  of  order  by  the  president  of  the  Second 
Committee,  on  the  ground  that  the  amendment  of  the  two  declara- 
tions, which  were  still  in  force,  was  not  included  in  the  programme, 
and  upon  the  further  grotmd  that  a  treaty  stipvdation,  in  the  form 
of  a  declaration,  covdd  only  be  amended  at  the  suggestion  of  a 
power  which  had  formally  denoimced  it. 

It  was  suggested  to  the  chair  that,  as  the  United  States  had  never 
become  a  party  to  the  declaration,  it  was  in  substantially  the  same 
position,  in  so  far  as  its  amendment  and  adoption  were  concerned, 
as  if  it  had  adhered  to  the  stipulation  and  had  subsequently  de- 
nounced it;   but  this  suggestion  was  not  accepted. 

Formal  exception  was  then  taken  to  these  rulings,  but,  as  they 
seemed  to  have  received  the  tacit  approval  of  the  delegates  who 
composed  the  membership  of  the  committee,  it  was  not  deemed 
expedient  to  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  chair  in  respect  to  an 
interpretation  of  a  conventional  stipulation  which  would  not  have 
been  reached  by  an  application  of  any  of  the  rules  for  the  inter- 
pretation of  treaties  and  statutes  which  are  known  to  the  common 
law. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE  PEACE  CONFERENCE  AT 
THE   HAGUE,   ADOPTED  JULY  29.  1899 

The  Conference  is  of  opinion  that  the  limitation  of  the  military 
biirdens  which  now  weigh  so  heavily  upon  the  world  is  highly  de- 
sirable for  the  enlargement  of  the  moral  and  material  well-being 
of  humanity.' 

I.  The  Conference,  in  view  of  the  steps  already  taken  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  Switzerland,  with  a  view  to  the  revision 
of  the  Geneva  Convention,  givefe  expression  to  the  desire  that  it 
be  succeeded  by  the  meeting  of  a  conference  having  for  its  object 
the  revision  of  that  Convention.* 

II.  The  Conference  gives  expression  to  the  desire  that  the  ques- 
tion of  the  rights  and  duties  of  neutrals  be  inscribed  on  the  pro- 
gramme of  the  next  Conference.* 

III.  The  Conference  gives  expression  to  the  desire  that  the  ques- 
tions relating  to  marine  artillery  and  small-arms,  such  as  have  been 
investigated  by  it,  be  studied  by  governments  with  a  view  to  reach 
an  understanding  in  respect  to  new  types  and  calibers.' 

IV.  The  Conference  gives  expression  to  the  desire  that  govern- 
ments, taking  account  of  the  propositions  made  to  the  Conference, 
should  study  the  possibility  of  an  understanding  in  respect  to  the 
limitations  of  military  and  naval  forces  and  war  budgets.' 

V.  The  Conference  gives  expression  to  the  desire  that  the  prop- 
osition having  for  its  object  the  inviolability  of  private  property  in 
maritime  warfare  should  be  referred  to  a  future  Conference  for  in- 
vestigation.' 

VI.  The  Conference  gives  expression  to  the  desire  that  the  prop- 
osition to  regulate  the  question  of  the  bombardment  of  ports,  towns, 
villages,  by  naval  forces  should  be  referred  to  a  future  Conference.' 

I  This    resolution    was     unanimously  *  Agreed   to  by   the   Conference   with 

agreed  to.  some  abstentions  from  voting. 
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THE    SECOND    PEACE    CONFERENCE    AT   THE    HAGUE 

(June  i$-October  19,  1907) 

The  Second  Peace  Conference  convoked  by  his  Majesty  the 
Emperor  of  Rtissia,  upon  the  suggestion  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  completed  its  labors  on  October  19,  1907,  after  a 
series  of  discussions  extending  through  a  period  of  over  four 
months.  The  Conference  was  composed  of  one  hundred  and  eight 
delegates  plenipotentiary,  representing  forty-four  sovereign  states. 
As  a  result  of  its  deliberations  thirteen  conventions  have  been 
adopted,  together  with  two  declarations,  one  resolution,  and  five 
vctux,  or  expressions  of  desire  upon  questions  of  serious  inter- 
national concern.  The  following  conventions  were  adopted,  some 
with  substantial  tmanimity,  others  with  certain  exceptions  and 
reservations.  The  following  are  the  titles  of  the  conventions 
adopted  by  the  Conference: 

I.  A  Convention  for  the  pacific  settlement  of  international  con- 
flicts, being  an  amendment  of  the  corresponding  agreement  of 
July  29,  1899. 

II.  A  Convention  relative  to  the  recovery  of  contractual  debts. 

III.  A  Convention  relative  to  the  opening  of  hostilities. 

IV.  A  Convention  concerning  the  laws  and  customs  of  war  on 
land. 

V.  A  Convention  concerning  the  rights  and  duties  of  neutral 
states  and  individuals  in  land  warfare. 

VI.  A  Convention  regarding  the  treatment  of  the  enemy's  mer- 
chant ships  at  the  outbreak  of  hostilities. 

VII.  A  Convention  regarding  the  transformation  of  merchant 
ships  into  vessels  of  war. 

VIII.  A  Convention  in  regard  %o  the  placing  of  submarine 
mines. 

IX.  A  Convention  concerning  the  bombardment  of  undefended 
towns  by  naval  forces. 

X.  A  Convention  for  the  adaptation  of  the  principles  of  the 
Geneva  Convention  to  maritime  warfare. 
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XI.  A  Convention  imposing  certain  restrictions  upon  the  right 
of  captoire  in  maritime  war. 

XII.  A  Convention  providing  for  the  establishment  of  an  inter- 
national prize-court 

XIII.  A  Convention  defining  the  rights  and  duties  of  neutral 
states  in  maritime  war. 

Results  of  the  Second  Peace  Conference,  1907. — ^Apart  from  the 
additions  made  to  the  original  Convention  in  connection  with  the 
Commission  of  Inquiry*  the  general  arbitration  treaty  underwent 
but  little  change  as  a  result  of  the  deliberations  of  the  Second 
Peace  Conference.  Article  xlviii.  of  the  Convention  of  1899  pro- 
vided that  a  signatory  power  might  remind  the  conflicting  parties 
that  the  Permanent  Tribunal  was  op>en,  and  that  its  aid  might  be 
invoked  in  the  adjustment  of  their  dispute.  To  this  was  added, 
in  the  Convention  of  1907,  a  requirement  that,  in  the  event  of  a 
controvefBy  between  two  or  mor^  of  the  signatory  powers,  one  of 
them  might  address  the  International  Bureau  at  The  Hague,  de- 
claring its  willingness  to  submit  its  dispute  to  arbitral  adjustment. 
This  offer  is  required  to  be  communicated  to  the  other  powers. 
Upon  the  suggestion  ot  the  Delegation  of  Prance,  a  more  stunmary 
and  expeditious  procedure  was  authorized  than  that  provided  for 
in  the  general  undertaking.  The  tribunal  is  to  be  composed  of 
three  instead  of  five  members,  and  the  umpire,  in  case  of  disagree^ 
ment,  is  to  be  chosen  by  lot  from  members  of  the  Permanent  Court 
who  are  strangers  to  the  controversy.  The  proceedings  are  reduced 
to  writing,  and  each  litigant  is  entitled  to  require  the  attendance 
of  witnesses  and  experts. 

The  delegation  of  the  United  States  to  the  Second  Peace  Con- 
ference introduced,  and  vigorously  supported,  a  proposition  look- 
ing to  a  reasonable  measure  of  obligatory  arbitration.  At  the  final 
vote  on  this  proposition  a  considerable  majority  was  recorded  in 
its  favor.  That  the  measure  failed  of  idtimate  adoption  was  due 
to  the  determined  opposition  of  several  Btiropean  states  under  the 
leadership  of  Germany;  and  the  matter  was  finally  disposed  of 
by  the  adoption  of  a  declaration,  in  which  the  principle  of  com- 
pulsory arbitration  was  unanimously  accepted,  together  with  a 
declaration  that  certain  disputes,  especially  those  relating  to  the 
interpretation  and  application  of  the  provisions  of  intematiohal 
agreements,  may  be  submitted  to  compulsory  arbitration  without 
restriction.*  Prior  to  the  meeting  of  the  Conference  of  1907'  a 
number  of  arbitration  treaties  were  adopted  by  European  states, 

1  For  the  text  of  this  resolution,  tee  the  Pfiutl  Act  of  the  Conferenoe. 
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in  some  of  which  obligatory  articles  were  embodied.  Similar 
undertakings  have  been  entered  into  by  the  states  of  the  Western 
Hemisphere.  These  treaties,  which  are  steadily  increasing  in 
ntmiber  and  importance,  indicate  a  growing  interest  in  the  sub* 
ject,  but  do  not  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  states  of  the  civil-* 
ized  world  are  prepared  to  accept  the  principle  of  world  arbitra- 
tion. 

The  High  Contracting  Powers — 

Animated  by  a  steadfast  desire  to  co-operate  in  the  maintenance 
of  peace; 

Resolved  to  put  forth  every  endeavor  in  behalf  of  the  amicable 
adjustment  of  international  conflicts; 

Recognizing  the  mutual  respcmsibility  which  tmderlies  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  society  of  civilized  nations ; 

Desiring  to  extend  the  empire  of  law  and  to  fortify  fhe  sanctity 
of  international  justice; 

Convinced  that  the  establishment  among  the  independent  pow- 
ers of  an  international  arbitral  jurisdiction,  accessible  toall^^wiU 
contribute  efficaciously  to  that  end; 

Considering  the  advantages  of  a  general  and  regular  organiza-t 
tion  of  the  arbitral  procedure; 

Esteeming  that  the  August  Initiator  of  the  International  Con- 
ference of  Peace,  with  its  object  to  conciu*  in  an  international  agree^ 
ment  based  upon  the  principles  of  equity  and  law,  upon  which  the 
security  of  states  and  the  happiness  of  peoples  rest; 

Desiring  to  that  end,  to  better  assiu^  the  practical  working  of 
the  Commission  of  Inquiry  and  the  arbitral  tribunals,  and  to 
facilitate  recourse  to  arbitral  justice,  when  there  is  a  question  of 
litigation  of  a  nature  to  demand  a  summary  procedure — 

Have  judged  it  necessary  to  re-examine  certain  points  and  to 
complete  the  work  of  the  First  Peace  Conference  for  the  amicable 
adjustment  of  international  disputes,  etc.,  etc. 

Title  I — On  the  Maintenance  op  the  General  Pbacb 

Article  I.  With  a  view  to  obviating,  as  far  as  possible,  recourse 
to  force  in  the  relations  between  states,  the  signatory  powers 
agree  to  use  their  best  efforts  to  insure  the  pacific  settlement  of 
international  differences. 

Titlb  II — On  Good  Offices  and  Mediation 

Art.  II.  In  case  of  serious  disagreement  or  conflict,  before  an 
appeal  to  arms,  the  signatory  powers  agree  to  have  recourse,  as  far 
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as  circumstances  allow,  to  the  good  offices  or  mediation  of  one  or 
more  friendly  powers. 

Art.  III.  Independently  of  this  recotirse,  the  signatory  powers 
recommend  that  one  or  more  powers,  strangers  to  the  dispute, 
should,  on  their  own  initiative,  and  as  far  as  circumstances  may 
allow,  offer  their  good  offices  or  mediation  to  the  i^tates  at  variance. 
Powers  strangers  to  the  dispute  have  the  right  to  offer  good  offices 
or  mediation,  even  during  the  course  of  hostilities.  The  exercise 
of  this  right  can  never  be  regarded  by  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties 
in  conflict  as  an  unfriendly  act. 

Art.  IV.  The  part  of  the  mediator  consists  in  reconciling  the 
opposing  claims  and  appeasing  the  feelings  of.  resentment  which 
may  have  arisen  between  the  states  at  variance. 

Art.  V.  The  fimctions  of  the  mediator  are  at  an  end. when  once 
it  is  declared,  either  by  one  of  the  parties  to  the  dispute  or  by  the 
mediator  himself,  that  the  means  of  reconciliation  proposed  by 
him  are  not  accepted. 

Art.  VI.  Good  offices  and  mediation,  either  at  the  request  of  the 
parties  at  variance  or  on  the  initiative  of  Powers  strangers  to  the 
dispute,  have  exclusively  the  character  of  advice,  and  never  have 
binding  force. 

Art.  VII.  The  acceptance  of  mediation  cannot,  unless  there  be 
an  agreement  to  the  contrary,  have  the  effect  of  interrupting,  de- 
la^'ing,  or  hindering  mobilization  or  other  measures  of  preparation 
for  war.  If  mediation  occurs  after  the  commetioement  of  hostili- 
ties it  causes  no  interruption  to  the  military  operations  in  progress, 
unless  there  be  an  agreement  to  the  contrary. 

Art.  VIII.  The  Signatory  Powers  are  agreed  in  recommending 
the  application,  when  circumstances  allow,  of  special  mediation  in 
the  following  form: 

In  case  of  a  serious  difference  endangering  the  peace,  the  states 
at  variance  choose  respectively  a  Power,  to  whom  they  intrust  the 
mission  of  entering  into  direct  communication  with  the  Power 
chosen  on  the  other  side,  with  the  object  of  preventing  the  rupture 
of  pacific  relations. 

For  the  period  of  this  mandate,  the  term  of  which,  unless  other- 
Wise  stipulated,  cannot  exceed  thirty  da3rs,  the  states  in  conflict 
cease  from  all  direct  communication  on  the  subject  of  the  dispute, 
which  is  regarded  as  referred  exclusively  to  the  mediating  Powers, 
who  must  use  their  best  efforts  to  settle  it. 

In  case  of  a  definite  rupture  of  pacific  relations,  these  Powers  are 
charged  with  the  joint  task  of  taking  advantage  of  any  opportunity 
to  restore  peace, 
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Title  III — On  International  Commissions  op  Inquiry 

Art.  IX.  In  differences  of  an  international  nature  involving 
neither  honor  nor  vital  interests,  and  arising  from  a  difference  of 
opinion  on  points  of  fact,  the  Signatory  Powers  recommend  that 
the  parties,  who  have  not  been  able  to  come  to  an  agreement  by 
means  of  diplomacy,  should,  a3  far  as  circumstances  allow,  institute 
an  International  Commission  of  Inquiry,  to  facilitate  a  solution 
of  these  differences  by  elucidating  the  facts  by  means  of  an  im- 
partial and  conscientious  investigation. 

Art.  X.  The  International  Commissions  of  Inquiry  are  consti- 
tuted by  special  agreement  between  the  parties  in  conflict.  The 
Convention  for  an  inqtdry  defines  the  facts  to  be  examined ;  it  de- 
termines the  mode  and  period  of  formation  of  the  Commission  and 
the  extent  of  the  Commissioners'  powers.  It  also  determines,  if 
there  be  occasion  therefor,  where  the  Commission  shall  sit,  and 
whether  it  will  be  permitted  to  move  its  seat,  what  language  shall 
be  used  by  the  Commission,  and  what  other  languages  may  be  used 
before  it,  on  what  date  each  Party  shall  file  its  statement  of  facts, 
and  in  a  general  way  sets  forth  all  conditions  upon  which  the 
Parties  are  agreed.  If  the  Parties  deem  it  necessary  to  appoint 
associate  Commissioners,  th^  Convention  for  an  inquiry  determines 
the  mode  of  designation  and  the  extent  of  the  powers  of  said 
associates. 

Art.  XI.  If  the  Convention  for  inquiry  does  not  designate  the 
seat  of  the  Commission,  it  shall  sit  at  The  Hague.  The  Commission 
cannot  change  its  seat,  when  it  has  been  fixed,  except  with  the  ac- 
sent  of  the  Parties.  If  the  Convention  for  an  inquiry  has  not  de- 
termined the  languages  to  be  used,  it  is  decided  by  the  Commission. 

Art.  XII.  Unless  otherwise  stipulated,  the  Commissions  of  In- 
quiry are  formed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  articles  xlv.  and 
Ivii.  of  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XIII.  In  case  of  the  death,  resignation,  or  inability  to  at- 
tend, for  any  cause  whatever,  of  one  of  the  commissioners  or  their 
associates,  his  place  shall  be  filled  in  the  manner  provided  for  his 
appointment. 

Art.  XIV.  The  Parties  have  a  right  to  appoint  agents  to  go 
before  the  Commission  of  Inquiry  for  the  purpose  of  representing 
them  and  of  acting  as  intermediaries  between  them  and  the  Com- 
mission. They  are,  moreover,  authorized  to  engage  counsel  or 
attorneys  to  explain  and  defend  their  interests  before  the  Com- 
mission. 
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Art.  XV.  The  International  Bureau  of  the  Permanent  Court  of 
Arbitration  acts  as  record  office  for  the  Commissions  sitting  at 
The  Hague,  and  it  shall  place  its  premises  and  organization  at  the 
disposal  of  the  Contracting  Powers  for  the  sessions  of  the  Com- 
mission of  Inquiry. 

Art.  XVI.  If  the  Commission  sits  elsewhere  than  at  The  Hague, 
it  appoints  a  Secretary-General  whose  office  serves  as  a  record 
office  for  it.  The  record  office  is  charged,  under  the  authority  of 
the  President,  with  the  material  organization  of  the  sessions  of  the 
Commission,  with  the  drawing -up  of  the  procbs-verhaux,  and, 
during  the  continuance  of  the  inquiry,  with  the  custody  of  the  ar- 
chives, which  shall  afterwards  be  tvimed  over  to  the  International 
Btu-eau  at  The  Hague. 

Art.  XVII.  With  a  view  to  facilitating  the  institution  and  opera- 
tion of  the  Commissions  of  Inquiry,  the  Contracting  Powers  recom- 
mend the  foUowling  rules,  which  shall  be  applicable  to  the  pro- 
cedtuTB  of  inquiry  as  long  as  the  Parties  do  not  adopt  any  other 
rules. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  Commission  shall  regulate  the  details  of  the 
procediuie  which  are  not  provided  for  in  the  special  Convention  for 
the  inquiry  or  in  the  present  Convention,  and  it  shall  perform  all 
the  formalities  connected  with  the  gathering  of  evidence. 

Art.  XIX.  Both  sides  shall  be  heard  in  the  inquiry.  On  the 
dates  provided,  each  Party  shall  communicate  to  the  Commission 
and  to  the  other  Party  the  statements  of  the  facts,  if  there  are  any, 
and,  at  all  events,  the  acts,  papers,  and  documents  which  it  may 
deem  useful  in  discovering  the  truth,  as  well  as  a  list  of  the  wit- 
nesses and  experts  whom  it  wishes  to  have  examined. 

Art.  XX.  The  Commission  has  authority,  with  the  consent  of 
the  Parties,  to  repair  temporarily  to  the  spot  when  It  deems  it 
necessary  to  resort  to  this  means  of  obtaining  information,  or  to 
delegate  thither  one  or  more  of  its  members.  The  permission  of 
the  State  in  whose  territory  the  information  is  to  be  gathered 
must  be  obtained. 

Art.  XXI.  All  ascertainments  of  facts  and  all  visits  to  the  spot 
mtist  take  place  in  the  presence  of  the  agents  and  counsel  of  the 
Parties,  or  after  they  have  been  duly  summoned. 

Art.  XXII.  The  Commission  has  a  right  to  request  of  either 
Party  such  explanations  or  information  as  it  may  deem  necessary. 

Art.  XXIII.  The  Parties  agree  to  furnish  to  the  Commission  of 
Inquiry,  as  far  as  they  deem  it  possible,  all  the  means  and  all  the 
facilities  necessary  in  order  to  gain  a  full  knowledge  and  form  an 
acctu*ate  idea  of  the  facts  in  question.     They  agree  to  utilise  the 
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means  at  their  disposal  according  to  their  internal  legislation  in 
order  to  instire  the  appearance  of  the  witnesses  and  experts  re- 
siding in  their  territory  and  summoned  before  the  Commission. 
If  these  persons  cannot  appear  before  the  Commission,  they  shall 
proceed  to  have  them  examined  before  their  competent  authorities. 

Art.  XXIV.  All  notifications  which  the  Commission  may  have 
to  make  in  the  territory  of  a  third  Contracting  Power  shall  be  ad- 
dressed by  it  directly  to  the  Government  of  that  Power.  The 
samev  coiu-se  shall  be  pursued  when  any  kind  of  evidence  is  to  be 
gathered  on  the  spot.  Requests  made  for  this  purpose  shall  be 
complied  with  according  to  the  means  at  the  disposal  of  the  Power 
receiving  the  request,  in  accordance  with  its  internal  legislation. 
The  requests  shall  not  be  refused  tmless  the  Power  receiving  them 
considers  them  to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  to  impair  its  sovereignty 
or  security.  The  Commission  shall  also  always  have  the  right  to 
ask  the  intermediation  of  the  Power  in  whose  territory  it  has  its 
seat. 

Art.  XXV.  Witnesses  and  experts  are  stunmoned  at  the  request 
of  the  Parties  or  independently  by  the  Commission,  and,  at  all 
events,  through  the  meditun  of  the  Government  of  the  State  in 
whose  territory  they  reside.  The  witnesses  are  examined,  suc- 
cessively and  separately,  in  the  presence  of  the  agents  and  counsel, 
and  in  the  order  determined  by  the  Commission. 

Art.  XXVI.  The  cross-examination  of  the  witnesses  is  conducted 
by  the  President.  The  members  of  the  Commission  nmy  never- 
theless propound  such  questions  to  the  witnesses  as  they  may 
deem  expedient  in  order  to  elucidate  or  complete  his  testimony, 
or  in  order  to  inform  themselves  on  everything  concerning  the  wit- 
ness to  the  extent  necessary  in  order  to  arrive  at  the  truth.  The 
agents  and  counsel  of  the  Parties  shall  not  interrupt  the  witness 
in  his  deposition  or  question  him  directly,  but  they  may  request 
the  President  to  ask  the  witness  such  additional  questions  as  they 
may  deem  necessary. 

Art.  XXVII.  The  witness  shall  make  his  deposition  without 
being  permitted  to  read  any  written  draft.  However,  he  may  be 
authorized  by  the  President  to  use  notes  or  documents,  if  the 
nature  of  the  facts  related  render  their  use  necessary. 

Art.  XXVIII.  A  prochs^erhal  of  the  deposition  of  the  witness 
is  drawn  up  immediately  and  read  to  the  witness.  The  witness 
may  make  such  changes  and  additions  therein  as  he  may  deem  fit, 
and  they  shall  be  entered  after  his  deposition. 

Art.  XXIX.  The  agents  are  authorized,  during  or  at  the  end 
of  the  inquiry,  to  present  in  writing  to  the  Commission  and  to 
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the  other  Party  such  statements,  requisitions,  or  summaries  of 
fact  as  they  may  deem  useful  in  discovering  the  truth. 

Art.  XXX.  The  deliberations  of  the  Commission  take  place  with 
closed  doors,  and  remain  secret.  Every  decision  is  reached  by  a 
majority  of  the  members  of  the  Commission.  The  refusal  of  a 
member  to  take  part  in  the  voting  shall  be  recorded  in  the  proems- 
verbal. 

Art.  XXXI.  The  meetings  of  the  Copimission  shall  not  be  pub- 
lic, and  the  proc^s-verbaux  and  docun^ents  of  the  inquiry  shall  not 
be  rendered  public,  except  by  virtue  of  a  decision  of  the  Commis- 
sion, reached  with  the  consent  of  the  Parties.    , 

Art.  XXXII.  When  the  Parties  have  presented  all  their  ex- 
planations and  evidence  and  all  the  witnesses  have  been  heard, 
the  President  declares  the  inquiry  to  be  closed  and  the  Commission 
adjotuns  to  deliberate  and  prepare  its  report. 

Art.  XXXIII.  The  report  is  signed  by  all  the  members  of  the 
Commission.  If  one  of  the  members  refuses  to  sign,  mention  is 
made  of  the  fact,  but  the  report  shall  nevertheless  be  valid. 

Art.  XXXIV.  The  report  of  the  Commission  is  read  in  a  public 
session,  the  agents  and  cotmsel  of  the  Parties  being  present  or  duly 
summoned.  A  copy  of  the  report  is  delivered  to  each  of  the 
Parties. 

Art.  XXXV.  The  report  of  the  Commission,  which  is  confined 
to  the  determination  of  the  facts,  has  by  no  means  the  character 
of  an  arbitral  award.  The  partiefe  are  left  at  full  liberty  as  to 
what  action  they  are  to  take  on  the  facts  thus  determined. 

Art.  XXXVI.  Each  Party  bears  its  own  exp>enses  and  an  equal 
share  of  those  of  the  Commission. 

Title  IV — On  International  Arbitration 
Chapter  I — On  the  System  op  Arbitration 

Art.  XXXVII.  International  arbitration  has  for  its  object  the 
settlement  of  differences  between  states  by  judges  of  their  own 
choice  and  on  the  basis  of  respect  for  law.  Recourse  to  arbitra- 
tion implies  an  engagement  to  submit  in  good  faith  to  the  award. 

Art.  XXXVIII.  In  questions  of  a  legal  nature,  and  especially 
in  the  interpretation  or  application  of  International  Conventions, 
arbitration  is  recognized  by  the  Contracting  Powers  as  the  most 
effective,  and  at  the  same  time  the  most  equitable,  means  of 
settling  disputes  which  diplomacy  has  failed  to  settle.  Consequent- 
ly, it  is  desirable  that  the  Contracting  Parties  should,  as  far  as  cir- 
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ctmistances  permit,  have  recoiirse  to  arbitration  in  any  contro- 
versies which  may  arise  on  the  above-mentioned  qtiestion. 

Art.  XXXIX.  The  Arbitration  Convention  is  concluded  for 
questions  already  existing  or  for  questions  which  may  arise  event- 
ually. It  may  embrace  any  dispute  or  only  disputes  of  a  certain 
category. 

Art.  XL.  Independently  of  general  or  private  Treaties  expressly 
stipulating  recourse  to  arbitration  as  obligatory  on  the  Contract- 
ing Powers,  these  Powers  reserve  to  themselves  the  right  of  con- 
cluding new  Agreements,  general  or  private,  with  a  view  to  ex- 
tending obligatory  arbitration  to  all  cases  which  they  may  consider 
it  possible  to  submit  to  it. 

Chapter  II — On  the  Permanent  Court  op  Arbitration 

Art.  XLI.  With  the  object  of  facilitating  an  immediate  recourse 
to  arbitration  for  internal  differences  which  it  has  not  been  pos- 
sible to  settle  by  diplomacy,  the  Contracting  Powers  undertake  to 
maintain  the  permanent  Cotirt  of  Arbitration,  as  established  by 
the  First  Peace  Conference,  accessible  at  all  times  and  operating, 
tmless  otherwise  stipulated  by  the  parties,  in  accordance  with  the 
Rules  of  Procedure  inserted  in  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XLI  I.  The  Permanent  Court  is  competent  for  all  arbitra- 
tion cases,  unless  the  parties  agree  to  institute  a  special  Tribtmal. 

Art.  XLIIL  The  Permanent  Corirt  has  its  seat  at  The  Hague. 
An  International  Bureau  serves  as  record  office  for  the  court;  it 
is  the  channel  for  commtmications  relative  to  the  meetings  of  the 
cotirt.  It  has  the  custody  of  the  archives  and  conducts  all  the 
administrative  btisiness.  The  Contracting  Powers  undertake  to 
communicate  to  the  Bureau  as  soon  as  possible  a  duly  certified 
copy  of  any  conditions  of  arbitration  arrived  at  between  them, 
and  of  any  award  concerning  them  delivered  by  special  Tribunals. 
They  tmdertake  also  to  communicate  to  the  Bureau  the  laws, 
regidations,  and  documents  eventually  showing  the  execution  of 
the  awards  given  by  the  court. 

Art.  XLIV.  Each  Signatory  Power  shall  select  four  persons  at 
the  most,  of  known  competency  in  questions  of  international  law, 
of  the  highest  moral  reputation,  and  disposed  to  accept  the  duties 
of  arbitrators.  The  persons  thus  selected  are  inscribed  as  mem- 
bers of  the  court,  in  a  list  which  shall  be  notified  by  the  Bureau  to 
all  the  Contracting  Powers.  Any  alteration  in  the  list  of  arbi- 
trators is  brought  by  the  Bureau  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Con- 
tracting Powers.     Two  or  more  Powers  may  agree  on  the  selection 

in  common  pf  one  or  more  members.    The  same  person  can  be 
35 
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selected  by  dififerent  Powers.  The  members  of  the  court  are  ap- 
pointed for  a  term  of  six  years.  Their  appointments  can  be  re- 
newed. In  case  of  the  death  or  retirement  of  a  member  of  the 
court,  his  place  shall  be  filled,  in  accordance  with  the  method  of 
his  appointment,  for  a  new  term  of  six  years. 

Art.  XLV.  When  the  Contracting  Powers  desire  to  have  re- 
course to  the  Permanent  Court  for  the  settlement  of  a  difference 
that  has  arisen  between  them,  the  arbitrators  called  upon  to  form 
the  competent  Tribunal  to  decide  this  difference  must  be  chosen 
from  the  general  list  of  members  of  the  court.  Failing  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  on  the  composition  of  the  Arbitration  Tri- 
btmal,  the  following  course  shall  be  pursued: 

Each  party  appoints  two  arbitrators,  of  whom  only  one  shall 
be  its  citizen  or  subject,  or  chosen  from  among  those  who  have 
been  designated  by  it  as  members  of  the  Permanent  Court.  These 
arbitrators  together  choose  an  Umpire.  If  the  votes  are  equal, 
the  choice  of  the  Umpire  is  intrusted  to  a  third  Power,  selected  by 
the  parties  by  common  accord.  If  an  ag^reement  is  not  arrived  at 
on  this  subject,  each  party  selects  a  different  Power,  and  the  choice 
of  the  Umpire  is  made  in  concert  by  the  Powers  thus  selected. 

If  these  two  Powers  have  been  unable  to  agree  within  a  period 
of  two  months,  each  of  them  presents  two  candidates  taken  from 
the  list  of  the  members  of  the  Permanent  Cotirt,  outside  of  the 
members  designated  by  the  Parties  and  not  being  the  citizens  or 
subjects  of  either  of  them.  It  shall  be  determined  by  lot  which 
of  the  two  candidates  thus  presented  shall  be  the  Umpire. 

Art.  XLVI.  As  soon  as  the  Tribvmal  is  composed,  the  Parties 
notify  to  the  Bureau  their  decision  to  apply  to  the  court  the  text 
of  their  agreement  to  arbitrate  and  the  names  of  the  arbitrators. 
The  Bureau  communicates  without  delay  to  each  arbitrator  the 
agreement  to  arbitrate  and  the  names  of  the  other  members  of 
the  Tribunal.  The  Tribunal  assembles  on  the  date  fixed  by  the 
Parties.     The  Btu'eau  provides  for  its  installation. 

Art.  XLVI  I.  The  Bur^«^u  is  authorized  to  place  its  premises 
and  its  staff  at  the  disposal  of  the  Contracting  Powers  for  the 
operations  of  any  special  Board  of  Arbitration.  The  jurisdiction 
of  the  Permanent  Court  may,  within  the  conditions  laid  down  in 
the  regulations,  be  extended  to  disputes  between  non-Contract- 
ing Powers,  or  between  Contracting  Powers  and  non-Contracting 
Powers,  if  the  parties  are  agreed  on  recourse  to  this  Tribunal. 

Art.  XLVIII.  The  Contracting  Powers  consider  it  their  duty,  if 
a  serious  dispute  threatens  to  break  out  between  two  or  more  of 
them,  to  remind  these  latter  that  the  Permanent  Court  is  open  to 
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them.  Consequently,  they  declare  that  the  fact  of  reminding 
the  conflicting  parties  of  the  provisions  of  the  present  Convention, 
and  the  advice  given  to  them,  in  the  highest  interests  of  peace,  to 
have  recourse  to  the  Permanent  Court,  can  only  be  regarded  as 
friendly  actions.  In  case  of  a  controversy  between  two  Powers, 
one  of  them  may  always  address  to  the  International  Bureau  a 
note  containing  its  declaration  that  it  is  willing  to  submit  the  dif- 
ference to  arbitration. 

The  Bureau  shall  immediately  make  the  declaration  known  to 
the  other  Power. 

Art.  XLIX.  The  Permanent  Administrative  Coimcil,  composed 
of  the  diplomatic  representatives  of  the  Contracting  Powers  ac- 
credited to  The  Hague  and  of  the  Netherland  Minister  for  Foreign 
Affairs,  who  acts  as  President,  shall  have  the  direction  and  con- 
trol of  the  International  Bureau.  The  Cotmcil  settles  its  rules 
of  procedure  and  all  other  necessary  regulations.  It  decides  all 
questions  of  administration  which  may  arise  with  regard  to  the 
operations  of  the  court.  It  has  entire  control  over  the  appoint- 
ment, suspension,  or  dismissal  of  the  officials  and  employes  of 
the  Btireau.  It  fixes  the  payments  and  salaries,  and  controls  the 
general  expendittire. 

At  meetings  duly  summoned  the  presence  of  nine  members  is 
sufficient  to  render  valid  the  discussions  of  the  Council.  The  de- 
cisions are  taken  by  a  majority  of  votes.  The  Cotmcil  communi- 
cates to  the  Contracting  Powers  without  delay  the  regulations 
adopted  by  it.  It  presents  to  them  an  annual  report  on  the 
labors  of  the  court,  the  working  of  the  administration,  and  the 
expenses.  The  report  also  contains  a  summary  of  the  substance 
of  the  documents  communicated  to  the  Bureau  by  the  Powers  in 
virtue  of  article  xliii.,  paragraphs  3  and  4. 

Art.  L.  The  expenses  of  the  Bureau  shall  be  borne  by  the  Con- 
tracting Powers  in  the  proportion  fixed  for  the  International  Bu- 
reau of  the  Universal  Postal  Union.  The  expenses  to  be  borne  by 
the  adhering  powers  shall  be  calculated  from  the  date  on  which 
their  adhesion  takes  effect. 

Chapter  III — On  Arbitral  Procedure 

Art.  LI.  With  a  view  to  encourage  the  development  of  arbitra- 
tion, the  Contracting  Powers  have  agreed  on  the  following  rules 
which  are  applicable  to  arbitral  procedure,  omless  other  rules  have 
been  agreed  on  by  the  parties: 

Aft.  LI  I.  The  Powers  who  have  recourse  to  arbitration  sign  an 
agreement  to  arbitrate,  in  which  are  set  forth  the  subject  of  the 
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difference,  the  period  for  the  appointment  of  the  arbitrators,  the 
form,  order,  and  periods  within  which  the  communication  referred 
to  in  article  Ixiii.  miist  be  made,  and  the  scmount  of  money  which 
each  Party  must  deposit  in  advance  to  cover  expenses.  The 
agreement  to  arbitrate  shall  also,  if  there  is  occasion,  determine 
the  manner  of  appointment  of  the  arbitrators,  all  special  powers 
which  the  Tribunal  may  have,  its  seat,  the  language  which  it  will 
use,  and  those  whose  use  will  be  authorized  before  it,  and,  in  gen- 
eral, all  the  conditions  which  the  Parties  have  agreed  upon. 

Art.  LIII.  The  Permanent  Court  is  competent  to  draw  up  the 
agreement  to  arbitrate,  if  the  Parties  agree  to  leave  this  to  it. 
After  an  agreement  through  diplomatic  channels  has  been  at- 
tempted in  vain,  it  is  likewise  competent  even  if  the  request  is 
made  by  only  one  of  the  parties,  in  case — 

(i.)  Of  a  difference  comprised  within  a  general  arbitration  treaty 
concluded  or  renewed  after  this  Convention  goes  into  force,  providing 
an  agreement  to  arbitrate  for  each  difference,  and  neither  explicitly 
nor  implicitly  barring  the  competency  of  the  court  to  draw  up  such 
agreement  to  arbitrate.  However,  recotirse  to  the  coiut  shall  not  be 
had  if  the  other  Party  declares  that  the  difference  does  not  in  its 
opinion  belong  to  the  category  of  differences  to  be  submitted  to  com- 
pulsory arbitration — ^unless  the  Arbitration  Treaty  confers  upon  the 
Arbitral  Tribimal  the  power  to  decide  this  prelimiiiary  question. 

(2.)  Of  a  difference  arising  from  contractual  debts  claimed  by 
one  Power  of  another  Power  as  being  due  to  its  citizens  or  sub- 
jects, and  for  the  solution  of  which  the  offer  of  arbitration  has 
been  accepted.  This  provision  is  not  applicable  if  the  acceptance 
has  been  made  contingent  on  the  condition  that  the  agreement 
to  arbitrate  shall  be  drawn  up  in  another  manner. 

Art.  LIV.  In  the  cases  contemplated  by  the  foregoing  article, 
the  agreement  to  arbitrate  shall  be  prepared  by  a  commission 
composed  of  five  members  designated  in  the  manner  provided  in 
article  xlv.,  paragraphs  2  to  3.  The  fifth  member  is  ex-officio 
President  of  the  Commission. 

Art.  LV.  The  duties  of  arbitrator  may  be  conferred  on  one 
arbitrator  alone,  or  on  several  arbitrators  selected  by  the  parties 
as  they  please,  or  chosen  by  them  from  the  members  of  the  Per- 
manent Court  of  Arbitration  established  by  the  present  Conven- 
tion. Failing  the  constitution  of  the  Tribunal  by  agreement  be- 
tween the  parties,  the  course  indicated  in  article  xlv.,  paragraphs 
a  to  3,  shall  be  pursued. 

Art.  LVI.  When  a  Sovereign  or  the  Chief  of  a  State  is  chosen  as 
Arbitrator,  the  arbitral  procedure  is  settled  by  him. 
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'Art.  LVII.  The  Umpire  is  by  right  President  of  the  Tribtinal. 
When  the  Tribunal  does  not  include  an  Umpire,  it  appoints  its 
own  President. 

Art.  LVIII.  In  case  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  is  drawn  up  by 
a  conmiission,  as  provided  in  article  liv.,  the  Commission  shall, 
tmless  otherwise  stipulated,  itself  constitute  the  Tribunal  of  Arbi- 
tration. 

Art.  LIX.  In  case  of  the  death,  retirement,  or  disability  from 
any  cause  of  one  of  the  arbitrators,  his  place  shall  be  filled  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  method  of  his  appointment. 

Art.  LX.  If  the  Parties  fail  to  designate  a  place,  the  Tribunal 
sits  at  The  Hague.  The  Tribimal  shall  not  hold  its  session  in  the 
territory  of  a  third  Power  except  with  the  consent  of  the  latter. 
Once  the  place  is  fixed,  it  cannot  be  changed  by  the  Tribimal 
without  the  assent  of  the  parties. 

Art.  LXI.  If  the  languages  to  be  tised  have  not  been  deter- 
mined in  the  agreement  to  arbitrate,  this  matter  shall  be  decided 
by  the  Tribunal. 

Art.  LXI  I.  The  Parties  have  the  right  to  appoint  special  agents 
to  attend  the  Tribunal,  for  the  ptupose  of  serving  as  intermediaries 
between  them  and  the  Tribimal.  They  are  further  authorized  to 
retain,  for  the  defence  of  their  rights  and  interests  before  the  Tri- 
bunal, counsel  or  advocates  appointed  by  them  for  this  ptirpose. 
The  members  of  the  Permanent  Court  shall  not  act  as  agents, 
counsel,  or  attorneys,  except  for  the  Power  which  has  appointed 
them  members  of  the  court. 

Art.  LXIII.  As  a  general  rule  the  arbitral  procedure  comprises 
two  distinct  phases:  written  preliminary  examination  and  dis- 
cussion. The  written  preliminary  examination  consists  of  the 
commimication  by  the  respective  agents,  to  the  members  of  the 
Tribunal  and  to  the  opposite  Party,  of  the  mhnoires  and  cotmter 
m^moires,  and,  if  necessary,  the  replies.  The  Parties  annex  thereto 
all  the  papers  and  doctunents  produced  in  the  case.  This  com- 
mimication shall  be  made  either  directly  or  through  the  Inter- 
national Bureau,  in  the  order  and  within  the  periods  determined 
in  the  agreement  to  arbitrate.  The  periods  fixed  in  the  agreement 
to  arbitrate  may  be  prolonged  by  common  consent  of  the  Parties, 
or  by  the  Tribunal  when  it  deems  it  necessary  in  order  to  reach 
a  just  decision.  Discussion  consists  in  the  oral  development  be- 
fore the  Tribunal  of  the  arguments  of  the  Parties. 

Art.  LXIV.  Every  document  produced  by  one  Party  must  be 
commtmicated  in  the  form  of  a  certified  copy  to  the  other  Party. 

Art.  LXY.  Except  under  special  circumstances,  the  Tribunal 
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shall  not  e^M^mble  luitil  ^ter  the  conclxision  of  the  prelimm^uy 
exfunin^tioQ. 

Art.  LXVI.  The  discussions  are  under  the  direction  of  the  Pyea- 
identt  They  im^  only  public  if  jt  be  so  decided  by  the  Tri\>u- 
nal,  with  the  assent  of  the  p^ies.  They  are  recorded  iQ  the 
proch  -  verboHX  dr^wn  up  by  the  secretaries  appointed  by  the 
President.  These  frocks -verhaux  are  signed  by  the  President 
and  one  of  th^  secretaries,  and  alone  hav^  an  authentic  character. 

Art.  LXVII.  When  the  preliminary  examination  is  concluded, 
the  Tribtmal  has  the  right  to  refuse  discussion  of  all  fresh  Aots 
or  documents  which  one  Party  may  desire  to  submit  to  it  withput 
the  consent  of  the  other  Party. 

Art.  LXVUI.  The  Tribiwal  is  free  to  take  into  ponsideration 
fresh  Acts  or  documents  to  which  its  attention  may  be  drawn  by 
the  agents  or  counsel  of  the  Parties.  In  this  case  the  Tribune 
has  the  right  to  require  the  production  of  these  Acts  or  documents, 
hut  is  obliged  tp  make  them  known  to  the  opposite  Party. 

Art.  LXIX.  The  Tribunal  can,  besides,  require  from  the  ag^nta 
of  the  Parties  the  production  of  all  Acts,  and  can  demand  all 
necessary  explanations.  In  case  of  refusal,  the  Tribimal  takea 
note  of  it. 

Art.  LXX.  The  agents  and  counsel  of  the  Parties  are  authorized 
to  present  orally  to  the  Tribunal  all  the  arguments  they  may 
think  expedient  in  defence  of  their  case. 

Art.  LXXI.  They  have  the  right  to  raise  objections  and  points. 
The  decisions  of  the  Tribtmal  on  those  points  are  final,  and  (san- 
not  form  the  subject  of  any  subsequent  discussion. 

Art.  LXXII.  The  members  of  the  Tribunal  have  the  right  tQ 
put  questions  to  the  agents  and  counsel  of  the  Parties,  and  tq  de- 
mand explanations  from  them  on  doubtful  points.  Neither  the 
questions  put  nor  the  remarks  made  by  members  of  the  Tribunal 
during  the  discussions  can  be  regarded  as  an  expression  of  opinipn 
by  the  Tribunal  in  general,  or  by  its  members  in  particular. 

Art.  LXXIII.  The  Tribtmal  is  authorized  to  declare  its  com- 
petence in  interpreting  the  '^compromis,''  as  well  as  the  other 
Treaties  which  may  be  invoked  in  the  case,  and  in  applying  the 
principles  of  law. 

Art.  LXXIV.  The  Tribunal  has  the  right  to  isstie  rules  of  prp- 
cedtwe  for  the  conduct  of  the  case,  to  decide  the  order  and  the 
periods  within  which  each  Party  must  conclude  its  final  argumenta, 
and  to  arrange  all  the  formalities  required  for  dealing  with  the 
evidence. 

Art.  LXXV,  The  Parties  agree  to  furnish  to  the  Tribunal,  as 
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far  as  they  deem  possible,  ail  the  means  necessary  *for  the  decision 
of  the  controversy. 

Art.  LXXVI.  All  notifications  which  the  Tribunal  may  have  to 
make  in  the  territory  of  a  third  Contracting  Power  shall  be  ad- 
dressed by  it  directly  to  the  government  of  that  Power.  The 
same  cotirse  shall  be  pursued  if  it  is  necessary  to  proceed  to  the 
spot  in  order  to  gather  any  kind  of  evidence.  Requests  made  for 
this  purpose  shall  be  complied  with  as  far  as  the  means  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  Power  requested  permit,  in  conformity  with  its  inter- 
nal legislation.  They  shall  not  be  refused  unless  the  Power  deems 
them  of  such  a  nature  as  to  impair  its  sovereignty  or  jeopardise 
its  security.  The  Tribunal  shall  also  have  a  right  to  request  the 
intermediation  of  the  Power  in  whose  territory  it  has  its  seat. 

Art.  LXXVII.  When  the  agents  and  counsel  of  the  Parties 
have  presented  all  the  explanations  and  evidence  in  support  of 
their  cases  the  President  declares  the  discussion  closed. 

Art.  LXXVIII.  The  deliberations  of  the  Tribunal  take  place 
with  closed  doors  and  remain  secret.  All  decisions  shall  be  reached 
by  a  majority  of  its  members. 

Art.  LXXIX.  The  arbitral  award  s;hall  state  the  reasons  on 
which  it  is  based.  It  shall  mention  the  names  of  the  arbitrators, 
and  shall  be  signed  by  the  President  and  by  the  recording  clerk 
or  the  secretary  acting  as  such. 

Art.  LXXX.  The  award  shall  be  read  in  a  public  session,  the 
agents  and  counsel  of  the  Parties  being  present  or  duly  summoned. 

Art.  LXXXI.  The  award,  duly  pronounced  and  made  known 
to  the  agents  of  the  Parties,  shall  decide  the  dbpute  permanently 
and  beyond  appeal. 

Art.  LXXXII.  Any  difference  which  may  arise  between  the 
Parties  regarding  the  interpretation  and  execution  of  the  award 
shall,  unless  otherwise  stipulated,  be  submitted  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Tribunal  which  rendered  the  award. 

Art.  LXXXIII.  In  the  agreement  to  arbitrate  the  Parties  may 
reserve  the  right  to  demand  the  review  of  the  award.  In  this  case, 
and  unless  otherwise  stipulated,  the  demand  should  be  addressed 
to  the  Tribunal  which  rendered  the  award.  The  only  ground  on 
which  it  can  be  based  shall  be  the  discovery  of  a  new  fact  which 
wotdd  have  been  likely  to  exert  a  decisive  influence  on  the  award, 
and  which,  at  the  time  the  discussion  was  closed,  was  unknown 
to  the  Tribunal  itself  and  to  the  Party  demanding  the  review. 
The  proceedings  in  review  can  only  be  begun  by  virtue  of  a  de- 
cision of  the  Tribunal  expressly  admitting  the  existence  of  the 
new  fact,  recognizing  it  to  be  of  the  nature  required  in  the  fore- 
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going  paragraph,  and  declaring  the  demand  to  be  allowable  on 
this  ground.  The  agreement  to  arbitrate  shall  specify  the  period 
within  which  the  appeal  for  review  must  be  filed. 

Art.  LXXXIV.  The  arbitral  award  shall  be  binding  only  on  the 
Parties  at  variance.  When  it  is  a  question  of  interpreting  a  con- 
vention in  which  other  Powers  than  those  at  variance  have  par- 
ticipated, the  latter  shall  notify  all  the  Signatory  Powers  in  due 
time.  Each  of  these  Powers  has  a  right  to  take  part  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. If  one  or  more  of  them  avail  themselves  of  this  privi- 
lege, the  interpretation  given  in  the  award  shall  likewise  be  bind- 
ing with  regard  to  them. 

Art.  LXXXV.  Each  Party  bears  its  own  expenses  and  an  equal 
share  of  the  expenses  of  the  Tribunal. 


Chapter  IV — Summary  Arbitration  Proceedings 

Art.  LXXXVI.  With  a  view  to  facilitating  the  administration 
of  justice  by  arbitration,  in  case  of  controversies  of  such  a  nattire 
as  to  warrant  summary  procedure,  the  Contracting  Powers  adopt 
the  following  rules,  which  shall  be  followed  in  the  absence  of  dif- 
ferent stipulations,  and  provided  that,  in  the  proper  case,  the 
provisions  of  Chapter  II.  which  do  not  conflict  therewith  shall 
be  applied. 

Art.  LXXXVI  I.  Each  of  the  Parties  at  variance  appoints  an 
arbitrator.  The  two  arbitrators  thus  designated  select  an  um- 
pire. If  they  do  not  agree  on  this  point,  each  presents  two  candi- 
dates taken  from  the  general  list  of  the  members  of  the  Permanent 
Court,  outside  of  the  members  designated  by  each  of  the  Parties 
themselves  and  not  being  the  citizens  or  subjects  of  either  of 
them.  Lots  shall  then  be  drawn  to  determine  which  of  the  candi- 
dates thus  presented  shall  be  umpire.  The  umpire  presides  over 
the  Tribunal,  which  shall  give  its  decisions  by  a  majority  of  votes. 

Art.  LXXXVIII.  In  default  of  a  previous  agreement,  the  Tri- 
bunal shall,  as  soon  as  appointed,  fix  the  period  within  which  the 
two  Parties  must^  submit  their  respective*  cases  to  it. 

Art.  LXXXIX.  Each  Party  is  represented  before  the  Tribunal 
by  an  agent,  who  acts  as  intermediary  between  the  Tribtmal  and 
the  government  appointing  him. 

Art.  XC.  The  proceedings  shall  take  place  exclusively  in  writ- 
ing. However,  each  Party  has  a  right  to  require  the  appearance 
of  witnesses  and  experts.  The  Tribunal  shall,  in  turn,  have  a 
right  to  demand  oral  explanations  from  the  agents  of  the  two 
Parties,  as  well  as  from  the  witnesses  and  experts  whose  appear- 
ance it  deems  necessary. 
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Title  V — Final  Provisions 

Art.  XCI.  The  present  Convention,  duly  ratified,  shall  supersede » 
in  the  relations  among  the  Contracting  Powers,  the  Convention 
for  the  Pacific  settlement  of  International  Disputes  of  Jtily  29, 
1899. 

Art.  XCII.  The  present  Convention  ^all  be  ratified  as  soon  as 
possible.  The  ratifications  shall  be  dej>osited  at  The  Hague.  The 
first  deposit  of  ratifications  shall  be  recorded  by  means  of  a  proc^s^ 
verbal  signed  by  the  representatives  of  the  Powers  taking  part 
therein  and  by  the  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Netherlands. 
Subsequent  deposits  of  ratifications  shall  be  effected  by  means 
of  a  notification  in  writing,  addressed  to  the  Government  of  the 
Netherlands  and  accompanied  by  the  instrument  of  ratification. 
A  certified  copy  of  the  procbs-verbal  relative  to  the  first  deposit 
of  ratifications,  of  the  notifications  mentioned  in  the  foregoing 
paragraph,  and  of  the  instnmients  of  ratifications  shall  be  im- 
mediately delivered,  by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands  and 
through  the  diplomatic  channel,  to  the  Powers  invited  to  the 
Second  Peace  Conference,  as  well  as  to  the  other  Powers  who  may 
have  adhered  to  the  Convention.  In  the  cases  coming  under  the 
foregoing  paragraph,  the  said  government  shall,  at  the  same  time, 
make  known  to  them  the  date  on  which  it  received  the  notifica- 
tion. 

Art.  XCIII.  The  non-Signatory  Powers  who  were  invited  to  the 
Second  Peace  Conference  can  adhere  to  the  present  Convention. 
The  Power  which  desires  to  adhere  notifies  its  intention  in  writing 
to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands  and  transmits  to  it  the  Act 
of  adhesion,  which  shall  be  deposited  in  the  archives  of  the  said 
government.  That  government  shall  immediately  transmit  to 
all  the  other  Powers  invited  to  the  Second  Peace  Conference  a  duly 
certified  copy  of  the  notification,  as  well  as  of  the  Act  of  adhesion, 
and  indicate  the  date  on  which  it  received  the  notification. 

Art.  XCIV.  The  conditions  on  which  the  Powers  who  were  not 
invited  to  the  Second  Peace  Conference  can  adhere  to  the  present 
Convention  shall  form  the  subject  of  a  subsequent  agreement 
among  the  Contracting  Powers. 

Art.  XCV.  The  present  Convention  shall  go  into  effect,  as  re- 
gards the  Powers  that  shall  have  taken  part  in  the  first  deposit 
of  ratifications,  sixty  days  after  the  date  of  the  prochs-verhal  of 
deposit,  and,  as  regards  the  Powers  that  shall  subsequently  ratify 
or  adhere,  sixty  days  after  the  receipt  of  their  notification  or  ad- 
hesion by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 


s.- 


< 
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Art.  XCVI.  In  the  event  of  one  of  the  Contracting  Parties  wish- 
ing to  denounce  the  present  Convention,  this  denunciation  shall 
be  notified  in  writing  to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  which 
shall  immediately  communicate  a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  notifi- 
cation to  all  the  other  Powers,  making  the  date  of  its  receipt  known 
to  them.  The  denunciation  shall  take  effect  only  as  regards  the 
Power  that  shall  have  notified  it  and  one  year  after  the  notification 
shall  have  reached  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 

Art.  XCVII.  A  register  kept  by  the  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs 
of  the  Netherlands  shall  indicate  the  date  of  the  deposit  of  the 
ratifications  effected  under  article  xcii.,  paragraphs  3  and  4,  as 
well  as  the  date  of  receipt  of  the  notifications  of  adhesion  (article 
xciii.,  paragraph  2),  or  of  dentmciation  (article  xcvi.,  paragraph  i). 
Each  Contracting  Power  may  have  access  to  the  register  and  ask 
to  be  furnished  with  duly  certified  excerpts. 

In  faith  of  which  the  plenipotentiaries  have  affixed  their  signa- 
tures to  the  present  Convention. 

Done  at  The  Hague,  in  a  single  copy,  which  shall  remain  de- 
posited in  the  archives  of  the  Netherlands  Government,  and  copies 
of  it,  duly  certified,  shall  be  sent  through  the  diplomatic  channel  to 
the  Contracting  Powers. 

No.  2 

A  CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  LIMITATION  OF  THE 
EMPLOYMENT  OF  FORCE  IN  THE  COLLECTION  OF 
CONTRACTUAL  DEBTS 

The  Signatory  Powers,  etc.,  etc desirous  to  avoid,  as 

between  nations,  armed  conflicts  having  a  pecimiary  origin  aris- 
ing out  of  contractual  debts  demanded  of  the  government  of  one 
coimtry  by  that  of  another,  as  due  to  its  citizens,  etc.,  etc. 

Article  I.  The  Contracting  Powers  agree  not  to  have  recourse 
to  armed  force  for  the  recovery  of  contractual  debts  demanded 
of  the  government  of  one  coimtry  by  that  of  another,  as  due  to 
its  citizens.  This  undertaking  shall  not  be  applicable  when  the 
debtor  state  refuses  or  leaves  unanswered  an  offer  to  arbitrate  or, 
in  case  of  acceptance,  makes  the  establishment  of  a  compromise  * 
impossible,  or,  after  arbitration,  fails  to  comply  with  the  judg- 
ment rendered. 

Art.  II.  It  is  further  agreed  that  the  arbitration  mentioned  in 
the  second  paragraph  of  the  preceding  article  shall  be  in  conform- 

1  French  co^**"^— 
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ity  to  the  procedure  prescribed  in  Title  IV.,  Chapter  III.,  of  the 
Convention  of  The  Hague  for  the  amicable  adjustment  of  inter<^ 
national  disputes.  The  arbitral  judgment  decides,  save  in  the 
case  of  specific  agreement  between  the  Parties,  the  justice  of  the 
demand,  the  stmi  total  of  the  debt,  and  the  time  and  manner  of 
payment. 

Art.  III.  The  present  Convention  shall  be  ratified  as  soon  as 
possible.  The  ratifications  shall  be  deposited  at  The  Hague.  The 
first  deposit  of  ratifications  shall  be  verified  by  a  prockS'Verbcd 
signed  by  the  representatives  of  the  Powers  who  participated  in 
it  and  by  the  Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Netherlands.  Sub- 
sequent deposits  of  ratifications  shall  be  made  by  means  of  a 
written  notification  addressed  to  the  Government  of  the  Nether- 
lands and  accompanied  by  the  instrument  of  ratification. 

A  certified  copy  of  the  procks-vetbal  relative  to  the  first  deposit 
of  ratifications  of  the  notifications  mentioned  in  the  preceding 
paragraph,  as  well  as  instruments  of  ratification,  shall  be  immedi- 
ately forwarded  by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  through 
diplomatic  channds,  to  the  Powers  invited  to  participate  in  the 
Second  Peace  Conference,  as  well  as  to  other  Powers  who  shall 
have  adhered  to  the  Convention.  In  the  case  foreseen  m  the  pre- 
ceding paragraph,  the  said  government  shall  at  the  same  time 
make  known  the  date  upon  which  the  ratification  has  been  re- 
ceived. 

Art.  IV.  Non-Signatory  Powers  are  permitted  to  adhere  to  the 
present  Convention.  A  Power  which  desires  to  adhere  communi- 
cates its  intention,  in  writing,  to  the  Government  of  the  Nether- 
lands, by  transmitting  to  it  the  Act  of  adherence,  which  shall  be 
deposited  in  the  archives  of  that  government.  That  govern- 
ment shall  immediately  transmit  to  all  other  Powers  a  certified 
copy  in  conformity  to  the  notification,  as  well  as  the  Act  of 
adhesion,  indicating  the  date  upon  which  it  received  the  notifi- 
cation. 

Art.  V.  This  Convention  shall  become  operative,  as  to  the 
Powers  who  shall  have  participated  in  the  first  deposit  of  ratifica- 
tions, sixty  days  after  the  date  of  the  procbs-verbal  of  such  deposit ; 
for  Powers  who  shall  subsequently  ratify  or  adhere,  sixty  days 
after  the  notification  of  their  ratification  or  adherence  shall  have 
been  received  by  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 

Art.  VI.  If  it  happens  that  one  of  the  Contracting  Powers  should 
desire  to  denounce  the  present  Convention,  the  denunciation  shall 
be  notified  in  writing  to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  who 
shall  immediately  communicate  a  certified  copy,  in  conformity 
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with  such  notification,  to  all  the  other  Powers,  advising  them  of 
the  date  upon  which  it  was  received. 

The  denunciation  shall  become  operative,  in  respect  to  the  Power 
which  shall  have  notified  it,  in  one  year  after  the  notification  shall 
have  reached  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 

Art.  VII.  A  register,  kept  by  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  of 
the  Netherlands,  shall  indicate  the  date  of  deposit  of  ratifications 
effected  by  authority  of  paragraphs  3  and  4  of  article  iii.,  as  well 
as  the  date  upon  which  notification  of  adherence  or  of  denunci- 
ations (paragraph  i,  article  vi.)  shall  have  been  received. 

Each  Contracting  Power  is  entitled  to  consult  such  register  and 
to  demand  certified  extracts  therefrom. 

Done  at  The  Hague,  in  a  single  copy,  which  shall  be  deposited 
in  the  archives  of  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  and  of 
which  duly  certified  copies  shall  be  transmitted  to  the  Contracting 
Powers  through  diplomatic  channels. 

No.  3 

A    CONVENTION    CONCERNING    THE    BEGINNING    OF 
HOSTILITIES   BETWEEN   BELLIGERENTS 

Article  I.  The  Contracting  Powers  acknowledge  that  hostilities 
between  them  ought  not  to  commence  without  a  previous  and  un- 
equivocal notice,  which  shall  take  the  form  of  a  justificatory  dec- 
laration of  war  or  of  an  ultimatum  accompanied  by  a  conditional 
declaration  of  war.* 

Art.  II.  Neutral  Powers  should  be  advised  without  delay  of  the 
existence  of  a  state  of  war,  which  shall  not  be  of>erative  as  to 
them  imtil  after  the  receipt  of  a  formal  notice,  which  may  be  given 
by  telegraph.  It  is  also  tmderstood  that  neutral  Powers  may  not 
take  advantage  of  the  absence  of  such  notification  if  it  be  estab- 
lished, in  an  unmistakable  manner,  that  they  have  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  a  state  of  war. 

(I.)  The  Contracting  Powers  acknowledge  that  hostilities  be- 
tween them  ought  not  to  begin  without  a  previous  and  unequivocal 
warning,  which  shall  take  the  form  of  a  justificatory  declaration 
of  war,  or  of  an  ultimatum  accompanied  by  a  conditional  declara- 
tion of  war;' 


1  The  Convention  concerning  the  ofien- 
ing  of  hostilities  applies  to  naval  opera- 
tions as  well  as  to  land  warfare.  It  was 
therefore  made  a  separate  Convention. 
Nevertheless,  the  matter  is  too  closely  con- 
nected with  the  Convention  for  the  Rules 
of  War  on  Land  to  pass  it  by  without  re- 
mark in  that  connection. 


>  At  the  first  aeasion  of  the  Second  Com- 
mittee a  paper  was  read  by  Major-General 
YermoloR,  the  Russian  Military  Delegate, 
in  which  the  attention  of  the  committee 
was  drawn  to  the  important  subiect  of 
hostilities  without  declaration.  ^  At  the 
same  session  the  foregoing  proposition  was 
submitted  by  the  delegation  of  Prance. 
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(II.)  Neutral  Powers  shoidd  bie  advised  without  delay  of  the 
existence  of  a  state  of  war.^ 


No.  4 

CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  LAWS  AND  CUSTOMS 

OP  WAR  ON   LAND 

Whereas,  while  seeking  means  to  safeguard  the  peace  and  to 
prevent  armed  conflicts  between  nations,  it  is  equally  important 
that  the  Conference  consider  the  case  in  which  a  call  to  arms  shall 
have  been  brought  about  by  events  that  its  solicitude  shall  not 
have  been  able  to  avert; 

Still  animated  by  a  desire  to  serve  the  interests  of  humanity 
and  the  ever-progressive  demands  of  civilization  in  this  extreme 
case; 

Regarding  it  as  important  to  that  end  to  revise  the  general  laws 
and  customs  of  war  with  a  view  to  define  them  with  greater  pre^ 


s  Although  it  is  well  established  that  war 
is  a  question  of  fact  rather  than  of  inten- 
tion, that  a  state  of  war  dates  from  the 
commission  of  a  particular  act  of  hostility, 
and  that  the  necessity  for  a  formal  declara- 
tion no  longer  exists,  it  was  the  view  of  the 
committee,  and  subsequently  of  the  Con- 
ference, that  the  subject  proposed  by  the 
French  delegation  was  not  only  worthy  of 
serious  consideration,  but,  on  account  of 
its  important  and  faKreachlng  effects  uixm 
the  relations  of  both  belligerent  and  neu- 
tral Powers,  stood  in  need,  in  some  degree 
at  least,  of  conventional  regulation 

It  did  not  escape  the  attention  of  the 
delegation  of  the  United  States  that  a 
general  proposition  the  effect  of  which  was 
to  restrict  or  modify  in  its  exercise  a  power 
vested  in  Congress  by  the  Constitution  was 
one  which  exceeded  the  treaty-making 
ix>wer.  For  that  reason  it  was  deemed 
wise  to  submit  the  following  Declaration 
in  behalf  of  the  delegation,  with  a  view  to 
make  clear  the  limitations  which  are  im- 
posed upon  its  activity  in  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  Sutes. 

"The  delegation  of  the  United  States. 
whHe  agrteing  heartily  with  what  has  been 
said  in  respect  to  the  opening  of  hostilities, 
thinks  it  desirable  to  invite  the  attention 
of  the  committee  to  the  provision  of  the 
Federal  Constitution  which  confers  upon 
Congress  the  exclusive  power  to  declare 
war,  in  the  following  terms: 

" '  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  de- 
clare war,  grant  letters  of  marque  and  re- 


prisal, and  make  rules  concerriing  captures 
on  land  and  water.' 

"A  power  conferred  by  the  Constitution 
is  not  susceptible  of  regulation  or  modifica- 
tion by  law  or  treaty — in  other  words,  it 
is  independent  of  the  legislative  and  treaty- 
making  power.  For  that  reasbn  it  is  ob- 
viotis  that  the  delegates  plenipotentiary 
of  the  United  Sutes  find  it  impossible  to 
support  a  proposition  which  id  calculated 
to  modify  or  diminish  a  powel*  vested,  by 
the  Federal  Constitution,  in  thfc  ]egis]ativ« 
department  of  the  government- 

"While  this  Is  true,  as  to  aggressive 
military  operations,  it  is  proper  to  say. 
however,  that  it  has  been  the  tmbroken 
practice  of  the  Government  of  the  Uniteu 
States  for  more  than  a  centuty  to  recog- 
nize in  the  President,  as  the  Commander- 
in-Chief  of  the  constitutional  land  and 
naval  forces,  full  power  to  defend  the  ter- 
ritory of  the  United  States  from  invasion, 
and  to  exercise  at  all  times  and  in  all 
places  the  right  of  national  self-defence' 

It  was  then  announced,  in  behalf  of  the 
delegation  of  the  United  States,  that  it 
was  willing  to  support  a  proposition,  non- 
mandatory  in  character,  favoring  a  formal 
declaration  of  intent  to  engage  in  hostilities 

After  an  exhaustive  discussion  of  the 
matter  from  all  points  of  view,  in  which 
the  important  and.  to  some  extent,  con- 
flicting interests  of  both  belligerents  and 
neutrals  were  fully  considered  the  text 
above  given  was  approved  by  the  com- 
mittee and  adopted  by  tha  Confennoa. 
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cisioa,  or  to  impose  certain  limits  upon  their  exercise  to  the  end 
that  their  rigor  may  be  restricted  as  mui^h  aa  possible — 

It  has  been  adjudged  necessary  to  complete  and  make  clear  cer- 
tain parts  of  the  work  of  the  First  Peace  Conference,  which,  inspired 
by  the  ideas  commended  to  its  attention  by  the  wise  and  generous 
foresight  of  the  Brussels  Conference  of  i874,has  adopted  certain  dispo- 
sitions having  for  their  object  to  serve  as  a  general  rule  of  conduct  for 
belligerents  in  their  relations  with  each  other  and  with  popvilations ; 

According  to  the  views  of  the  High  Contracting  Parties,  these  ar- 
rangements, the  formation  of  which  has  been  inspired  by  a  desire  to 
diminish  the  evils  of  war,  so  far  as  military  necessities  permit,  are  de- 
signe4  to  furnish  a  general  rule  for  the  guidance  of  belligerents  in 
their  conduct  with  each  other  and  in  their  relations  with  populations ; 

It  has  not  been  possible,  however,  to  devise  stipxilations  covering 
all  cases  which  may  present  themselves  in  practice;  otherwise  it 
could  not  enter  into  the  minds  of  the  High  Contracting  Parties  that 
cases  not  foreseen,  in  defatilt  of  written  stipulations,  shotdd  be  left 
to  the  arbitrary  judgment  of  those  who  direct  armies; 

Until  a  more  complete  code  of  the  laws  of.  war  can  be  prepared, 
the  High  Contracting  Parties  judge  it  opporttme  to  see  that,  in 
the  cases  not  included  in  the  regulations  adopted  by  them,  people 
and  belligerents  remain  under  the  protection  and  dominion  of 
the  principles  of  uitemational  law  which  result  from  the  usages 
established  between  civilized  nations,  the  laws  of  hiunanity,  pnd 
the  dictates  of  public  conscience.  They  declare  that  they  should 
be  understood  in  this  sense,  notably  Articles  I.  and  II.  of  the  reg- 
ulations adopted. 


RULES  CONCERNING  THE  LAWS  AND  USAGES  OP  WAR 

ON   LAND* 

Section  I — Belligerents 
Chapter  I — The  Belligerent  Character 

Article  I.  The  laws,  rights,  and  obligations  of  war  apply,  not 
only  to  the  army,  but  also  to  militia  forces  and  to  bodies  of  vol- 
unteers which  combine  the  following  conditions : 


1  The  rules  of  war  on  landi  as  formulated 
in  the  Convention  of  July  99,  1899,  have 
been  subjected  to  the  crucial  test  of  ap- 
plication in  the  actual  operations  of  mod- 
em war,  under  conditions  calculated  to 
develop  any  inherent  elements  of  weak- 
ness which  they  may  be  found  to  contain. 
It  is  a  tribute  to  the  high  character  of 
Dr.  Lieber's  work,  and  to  the  painstaking 


care  which  was  given  to  their  adaptation 
to  the  necessities  of  modem  warfare,  by 
the  First  Peace  Conference,  that  it  was 
only  found  necessary  for  the  Conference 
of  1007  to  modify  eleven  of  the  original 
articles,  and  to  add  but  three  paragraphs 
to  the  code  as  adopted  by  the  Conference 
of  1899. 
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( 1 )  Having  at  their  head  a  person  responsible  for  his  subordinates ; 

(2)  Having  a  fixed,  distinctive  badge,  recognizable  at  a  distance; 

(3)  Carrying  arms  openly;    and 

(4)  Conforming  in  their  operations  to  the  laws  and  tisages  of  war. 
In  cotmtries  in  which  tlie  militia  or  volunteers  compose  the 

army,  or  form  a  part  of  it,  they  are  included  tmder  the  designation 
of  "army.** 

Art.  II.  The  population  of  a  non-occupied  territory  who,  at  the 
approach  of  the  enemy,  take  up  arms  spontaneously,  in  order  to 
resist  the  troops  of  invasion,  without  having  had  time  to  organise 
in  conformity  to  Article  I.,  shall  be  considered  as  belligerents  if 
they  carry  arms  openly  and  observe  the  laws  and  usages  of  war.* 

Art.  III.  The  military  forces  of  the  belligerent  parties  may  be 
composed  of  combatants  and  non-combatants.  In  case  of  capture 
by  the  enemy,  both  shall  be  entitled  to  be  treated  as  prisoners  of 
war. 

Chapter  II — Prisoners  op  War 

Art.  IV.  Prisoners  of  war  are  prisoners  of  the  enemy's  govern- 
ment, and  not  of  the  individuals  or  corps  who  have  captured  them. 
They  are  to  be  treated  with  humanity.  Everything  which  belongs 
to  them  personally,  except  arms,  horses,  and  military  papers,  re- 
mains their  property. 

Art.  V.  Prisoners  of  war  may  be  interned  in  any  town,  fortress, 
camp,  or  place  whatsoever,  under  the  obligation  not  to  pass  beyona 
certain  fixed  limits;  but  they  may  be  confined  only  as  an  indispen- 
sable meastire  of  sectu-ity,  and  only  during  the  existence  of  the  cir- 
cumstances which  necessitated  that  measure.' 


1  This  article  relates  to  the  composition 
of  the  forces  which  may  be  employed  in 
the  conduct  of  militairy  operations  on 
land.  An  amendment  was  submitted  by 
the  delegation  of  Germany,  which  pro- 
vided that  the  forces  hastily  organised  by  a 
state,  with  a  view  to  resist  a  threatened 
invasion  of  its  territory,  should  wear  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark  or  badge,  easily  recog- 
nisable at  a  distance,  the  design  of  which 
should  be  formally  notified  to  the  oppos- 
ing belligerent.  After  some  discusdon  the 
amendment  was  withdrawn  and  a  clause 
was  adopted  providing  that  such  levies 
should  carry  arms  openly  and  should  re- 
spect the  laws  and  customs  of  war  in  the 
coodiict  of  their  military  operations. 
Article  fi.,  both  in  its  original  and  amended 
forms,  is  oonceived  in  the  intenest  of  those 
states  which  habitually  maintain  small 
permanent  establishments,  and  who  in- 
sist upon  the  fight,  at  the  outbreak  of  war. 
of  employing  a  considerable  portion  ot 
their  arms-bearing  population  m  the  de- 


fence of  their  territory  against  invasion. 
It  has  been  seen  that  the  amendment  em- 
bodies the  requirement  that  forces  so 
raised  shall  carry  arms  openly  and  shall 
conduct  their  operations  in  conformity 
to  the  accepted  rules  and  usages  of  war. 

'This  article  contains  those  proviaons 
of  the  code  which  are  intended  to  regulate 
the  internment  of  prisoners  in  time  of 
war.  InUmment  is  a  measure  involving 
a  minimum  of  restraint  upon  the  freedom 
of  movement  of  those  who  are  subjected  to 
its  operation,  and  is  the  norm^  status  of 
prisoners  of  war.  Confinement  is  a  more 
rigorous  form  of  detention,  and,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  article,  can  only  be  re- 
sorted to  by  a  captor  in  a  case  in  which 
such  a  measure  of  restraint  is  warranted 
by  the  conduct  of  a  particular  prisoner; 
as  where  there  has  been  serious  miscon- 
duct, repeated  attempts  to  escape,^  viola- 
tion of  a  promise  given,  or  the  like:  or 
where  a  prisoner  is  neld  awaiting  triAi  fot 
a  criminal  offence. 
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Art.  VI.  The  state  may  employ  prisoners  of  war,  except  com- 
missioned officers,  as  laborers,  according  to  their  rank  and  aptitude. 
These  labors  shall  not  be  excessive,  and  shall  have  no  connection 
with  the  operations  of  the  war. 

Prisoners  may  be  authorized  to  be  employed  in  the  public  admin- 
istration, or  by  private  individiials,  or  on  their  own  account. 

Work  done  for  the  state  shall  be  paid  for  in  accordance  with  the 
rates  of  pay  allowed  to  military  persons  of  the  national  army 
when  engaged  upon  the  same  work;  if  there  are  no  established 
rates,  at  rates  appropriate  to  the  work  done.  When  work  is  done 
for  oth^r  departments  of  the  government,  or  for  private  individuals, 
the  conditions  of  labor  shall  be  regulated  by  agreement  with  the 
military  authorities. 

The  pay  of  prisoners  shall  be  employed  to  ameliorate  their  con- 
dition, and  the  stuplus,  after  the  expenses  of  their  maintenance 
have  been  deducted,  shall  be  paid  over  to  them  at  the  instant  of 
their  liberation.^ 

Art.  VII.  The  government  in  whose  power  prisoners  of  war  hap- 
pen to  be  is  charged  with  their  support.  In  the  absence  of  a  special 
understanding  between  the  belligerents,  prisoners  of  war  shall  be 
treated,  in  respect  to  food,  lodging,  and  dothing,  in  the  same  way 
as  the  troops  of  the  government  which  has  captured  them. 

Art.  VIII.  Prisoners  of  war  shall  be  subject  to  the  laws,  regula- 
tions, and  orders  in  lorce  in  the  army  of  the  state  in  whose  power 
they  happen  to  be.  Every  act  of  insubordination  authorizes,  so  far 
as  they  are  concerned,  a  resort  to  the  necessary  meastires  of  sever- 
ity. Escaped  prisoners,  who  are  retaken  before  they  shall  have 
succeeded  in  rejoining  their  own  army,  or  before  quitting  the  ter- 
ritory occupied  by  the  army  which  shall  have  captured  them,  are 
liable  to  disciplinary  punishment.  Prisoners  who,  after  having  suc- 
ceeded in  escaping,  are  again  made  prisoners,  are  not  liable  to  any 
punishment  for  the  previous  escape. 

Art.  IX.  Every  prisoner  of  war,  if  interrogated  on  the  subject,  is 
required  to  declare  his  true  name  and  rank,  and,  in  case  of  infringe- 
ment of  this  rule,  he  may  be  exposed  to  a  restriction  of  the  benefits 
accorded  to  prisoners  of  war  of  his  class. 

Art.  X.  Prisoners  of  war  are  to  be  liberated  on  parole,  if  the  laws 
of  their  country  authorize  it,  and,  in  such  case,  they  are  obliged, 

1  Two    slight   modifications   are    intro-  sentationsof  several  delegates  that  the  laws 

duced  in  this  article:   one  in  paragraph  i  and  regulations  of  the  8tat<», which  they 

exempts   commis^ned   officers   from    its  represented  made  no    provision    for  the 

general  operation;    the  second,  in  para-  compensation    of    prisoners    of    war    for 

graph  3,  furnishes  a  more  exact  scale  of  services  rendered  to  the  captor  state,  or 

compensation  than  was  provided  in  the  to  individuals  or  corporations  with   the 

oriRinal  article.  consent  of  its  government 

This  change  was  made  up  on  the  repre- 
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under  the  guarantee  of  their  personal  honor,  to  perform  scrupulous- 
ly, as  well  in  relation  to  their  own  government  as  in  regard  to  that 
which  has  made  them  prisoners,  the  engagements  which  they  may 
have  entered  into.  In  the  same  case,  their  own  government  is  to 
refrain  from  demanding  or  accepting  any  service  from  them  con- 
trary to  the  tenor  of  the  paroles  which  they  have  given. 

Art.  XI.  A  prisoner  of  war  cannot  be  compelled  to  accept  his 
liberty  on  parole;  nor  is  the  enemy's  government  obliged  to  accede 
to  the  demand  of  a  prisoner  of  war  who  claims  his  release  on  parole. 

Art.  XII.  Every  prisoner  of  war  released  on  parole  who  subse- 
quently takes  up  arms  against,  and  is  recapttired  by,  the  govern- 
ment to  which  he  has  engaged  his  honor,  or  against  its  allies,  for- 
feits the  right  to  be  treated  as  a  prisoner  of  war  and  may  be  brought 
before  its  tribunals. 

Art.  XIII.  Individuals  who  accompany  an  army  without  forming 
an  integral  part  of  it,  such  as  correspondents  and  reporters  of  news- 
papers, sutlers  and  contractors,  who  fall  into  the  hands  of  the 
enemy,  and  whom  the  latter  deems  it  expedient  to  detain,  are  en- 
titled to  be  treated  as  prisoners  of  war,  on  condition  that  they  are 
provided  with  certificates  of  identity  by  the  military  authority  of 
the  army  which  they  accompany. 

Art.  XrV.  There  shall  be  established  at  the  outbreak  of  hostili- 
ties, in  each  of  the  belligerent  states,  and,  if  there  be  occasion,  in 
neutral  states  which  shall  have  received  belligerents  within  their 
territories,  a  Biireau  of  Information  in  respect  to  prisoners  of  war. 
This  Bureau,  which  is  charged  with  replying  to  all  applications  con- 
cerning prisoners,  shall  receive  from  the  several  branches  of  the 
service  having  jurisdiction  of  the  same  all  the  data  necessary  to 
establish  the  individual  record  of  each  prisoner  of  war.  The  in- 
dividual record  will  be  forwarded  to  the  government  of  the  other 
belligerent  after  the  conclusion  of  peace.  The  Bureau  shall  note 
therein  the  register  number,  name',  surname,  age,  birthplace,  rank, 
regiment  or  corps,  date  and  place  of  capture,  internment,  wounding, 
or  death,  together  with  aU  special  entries.  It  shall  be  kept  informed 
as  to  internments  and  changes,  as  well  as  to  releases  on  parole,  ex- 
changes, escapes,  admissions  to  hospitals  and  deaths. 

The  Bureau  of  Information  is  also  to  receive,  centralize,  and  trans- 
mit to  the  properly  interested  parties  all  articles  of  personal  property, 
valuables,  letters,  etc.,  which  shall  have  been  found  on  the  field  of 
battle  or  left  by  deceased  prisoners  in  ambulances  and  hospitals.^ 

1  The  purpose  of  the  amendment  to  Arti-  of  his  individual  history  in   the   proper 

cle  XIV.  is  to  require  the  belligerent  to  keep  office  or  bureau  of  the  government  under 

an  accurate  record  of  each  prisoner  of  war  whose  flag  he  serves, 
in  its  hands,  with  a  view  to  the  completion 
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Art.  XV.  Scxiieties  for  the  relief  of  prisoners  of  war,  regularly- 
established  under  the  laws  of  their  respective  countries,  whose  pur- 
pose it  is  to  become  the  intermediaries  of  charitable  action,  shall 
receive  on  the  part  of  belligerents,  for  themselves  and  for  their  duly 
credited  agents,  every  facility  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  mili- 
tary necessity  and  the  rules  of  administration  to  effectively  accom- 
plish their  humane  purpose.  Delegates  of  these  societies  may  be 
admitted  to  distribute  aid  in  the  depots  of  internment,  as  well  as 
in  the  halting-places  of  prisoners  who  are  being  sent  back  to  their 
own  country,  by  means  of  a  personal  permit,  issued  by  proper 
military  authority,  and  on  condition  that  they  take  an  engagement 
in  writing  to  submit  to  all  meastu-es  of  discipline  and  police  that 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  latter. 

Art.  XVI.  Bureaus  of  Information  shall  be  entitled  to  freedom 
of  transport.  Letters  or  drafts,  and  sums  of  money,  as  well  as 
postal  packages  addressed  to  prisoners  of  war,  or  sent  by  them, 
shall  be  exempt  from  all  postal  dues,  not  only  in  the  countries  of 
origin  and  destination,  but  also  in  intermediate  countries.  Chari- 
table gifts  and  relief  in  kind  destined  for  prisoners  of  war  shall  be 
admitted  free  of  import  duty,  and  shall  be  transported  free  of  cost 
on  railways  operated  by  the  state. 

Art.  XVII.  Officers  who  are  prisoners  of  war  shall  receive  the 
portion,  if  any  there  be,  of  the  pay  allowed  them  as  prisoners  of 
war  by  the  regulations  of  their  own  country,  on  condition  that  it 
be  reimbtirsed  by  their  own  government. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  government  will  allow  to  officers  who  are 
prisoners  in  its  hands  the  pay  to  which  officers  of  the  same  grade 
are  entitled  in  its  own  service,  subject  to  the  condition  that  it  shall 
be  reimbursed  by  their  own  government.* 

Art.  XIX.  Wills  of  prisoners  of  war  are  accepted  or  dfawn  up 
on  the  same  conditions  as  for  soldiers  of  the  national  army.  The 
same  rules  will  be  followed  in  all  matters  concerning  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  identification  of  the  deceased  and  to 
the  burial  of  prisoners  of  war,  regard  being  had  to  their  rank  and 
grade. 

Art.  XX.  After  the  conclusion  of  peace  the  return  of  prisoners 
of  war  to  their  own  country  shall  be  accomplished  with  the  least 
possible  delay. 

^  The  original  article  involved  an  appli-  to  prisoners  of  war  in  its  custody.    As 

cation  of  the  principle  of  reciprocity,  and  there  has  been  found  to  be  considerable 

provided  that  a  ccmimisaioned  officer  who  variation  in  these  rates  of  allowance,  and 

occupies  Uie  status  of  a  prisoner  of  war  as  some  governments — ^among  them  that 

should  receive  such  portion  of  his  monthly  of  the  United  States— make  no  provision 

pay  as  w»«  <llowed  by  his  own  government  for  such  a  case,  it  was  deemed  proper  to 
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Chapter  III — ^The  Sick  and  Wounded 

Art.  XXI.  The  obligations  of  belligerents  in  respect  to  the  sick 
and  wounded  are  regulated  by  the  Geneva  Convention. 


Section  II — Hostilities 

Chapter   I — Means    op    Injuring   the    Enemy — Siboes   and 

Bombardments 

Art.  XXII.  Belligerents  are  not  unlimited  as  to  their  choice  of 
means  of  injuring  the  enemy. 

Art.  XXIII.  Besides  the  prohibitions  established  by  special 
agreements,  it  is  especially  forbidden: 

(a.)  To  employ  poison  or  poisoned  arms. 

(b.)  To  kill  or  wound  by  treachery  individuals  belonging  to  the 
nation  or  army  of  the  enemy. 

(c.)  To  kill  or  wound  an  enemy  who,  having  laid  down  his  arms, 
or  having  no  longer  the  means  of  defending  himself,  has  surrendered 
unconditionally. 

(d.)  To  declare  that  quarter  will  not  be  given. 

(e.)  To  employ  arms,  projectiles,  or  substances  which  are  cal- 
culated to  catise  unnecessary  pain. 

(/.)  To  make  unlawful  use  of  flags  of  truce,  or  the  national  flag, 
or  military  insignia,  or  uniform  of  the  enemy,  or  the  distinctive  signs 
of  the  Geneva  Convention. 

(g.)  To  destroy  or  seize  the  property  of  the  enemy,  except  when 
such  destruction  or  seizure  may  be  imperiously  demanded  by  the 
necessities  of  the  war. 

(/t.)  To  declare  extinguished,  suspended,  or  inadmissible  as  of 
right  the  individual  complaints  of  persons  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  adverse  party.* 

It  is  equally  forbidden  for  a  belligerent  to  force  persons  subject 


allow  pay  to  each  officer  at  a  rate  com* 
s^ndmg  to  his  rank  and  grade  in  the  ser- 
vice of  the  captor;  that  government  to 
be  reimbiirsed  for  payments  made  to 
prisoners  of  war  in  oontormitv  to  the  re* 
quirements  of  the  conventional  stipulation, 
i  In  this  article  a  number  of  acts  are  de- 
scribed to  which  neither  belligerent  is  per- 
mitted to  resort  in  the  conduct  of  his 
military  operations.  It  was  the  well-un- 
derstood purpose  of  the  Convention  of 
1699  to  impose  certain  reasonable  and 
wholesome  resl/ictions  upon  the  authority 
of  commanding  snnerals  and  their  sub- 
ordinates in  the  theatre  of  belligerent  ac- 
tivity. It  is  more  than  probable  that  this 
humane  and  commendable  purpose  would 
fall  of  accomplishment  if  a  military  com- 


mander conceived  it  to  be  within  his  au- 
thority to  suspend  or  nullify  their  opera- 
tion, or  to  regard  their  application  in 
certain  cases  as  a  matter  lallii^  withfai 
his  administrative  discretion,  especially 
is  this  true  where  a  military  officer  refuses 
to  receive  well-grounded  complaints,  or 
declines  to  consider  demands  for  redress,  in 
respect  to  the  acts  or  conduct  of  the  troops 
under  his  command,  from  persons  sulneot 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  enemy  who  fif^ 
themselves,  for  the  time  being,  in  the  terri- 
tory which  he  holds  in  military  occupation. 
I0  provide  against  such  a  contingency  it 
was  deemed  wise  to  add  an  appropriate 
declaratorv  clause  to  the  prohibitions  o€ 
Article  xxiH.  The  prohibition  is  lochided 
in  Section  (A). 
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to  the  itirisdiction  of  the  adverse  party  to  take  part  in  operations 
of  war  directed  against  their  country,  even  in  a  case  where  they 
may  have  been  in  his  service  before  the  commencement  of  the  war.* 

Art.  XXIV.  Stratagems  of  war  and  the  employment  of  the 
means  necessary  to  secure  information  as  to  the  enemy  and  the 
theatre  of  military  operations  are  lawful. 

Art,  XXV.  It  is  forbidden  to  attack  or  to  bombard  by  any 
means  whatsoever,  towns,  villages,  houses,  or  dwellings  which  are 
not  defended.* 

Art.  XXVI.  The  commander  of  the  attacking  troops,  before  un- 
dertaking a  bombardment,  will,  except  in  case  of  an  open  assault, 
do  all  that  lies  in  his  power  to  give  warning  to  the  authorities. 

Art.  XXVII.  In  sieges  and  bombardments  every  precaution  is 
to  be  taken  to  spare,  as  much  as  possible,  buildings  devoted  to 
religious  worship,  to  the  arts  or  sciences,  to  charity,  and  to  hospi- 
tals and  places  where  the  sick  and  wotmded  are  collected,  and  to 
historical  momunents,  provided  they  are  not  used  at  the  same 
time  for  military  purposes.* 

Art.  XXVIII.  It  is  forbidden  to  give  over  to  pillage  even  a  place 
taken  by  assatilt. 

Chapter  II — Spies 


Art.  XXIX.  An  individual  cannot  be  considered  a  spy  unless, 
acting  clandestinely  or  under  false  pretences,  he  obtains,  or  seeks 
to  obtain,  information  in  the  zone  of  a  belligerent's  operations, 
with  intent  to  communicate  it  to  the  opposite  Party.  Military 
persons,  therefore,  who,  not  being  in  disguise,  have  penetrated 
into  the  zone  of  operations  of  the  enemy's  army,  with  a  view  to 


^  The  experience  gained  in  the  practical 
application  of  the  Rules  of  War  adopted  by 
the  Conference  of  1899  has  made  it  ap« 
parent  that  the  Umitauons  imposed  in  that 
undertaldnff  upon  the  authority  of  an  in- 
vading belligerent,  in  the  matter  of  requir- 
ing services  from  the  population  of  the 
territory  in  his  military  occupation,  were 
not  expressed  with  sufficient  clearness  to 
secure  to  the  population  of  the  invaded 
district  that  immtmity  from  the  operations 
of  war  which  it  was  the  purpose  of  its 
framers  to  establish. 

With  a  view  to  apply  a  remedy  to  this 
state  of  affairs,  and  to  make  clear  the 
htwiane  reouirements  of  the  original  Con- 
vention, a  clause  was  adopted  in  committee 
with  a  view  to  impose  an  additional  re- 
straint upon  the  power  of  belligerents  in 
that  regard.  The  new  regulation  is  con- 
ceived m  the  above  terms. 

*This  article,  in  its  original  form,  for- 
bade belligerents  to  bombard  towns,  vil- 
lages, dwelling  phices,  Qr  ^i^ingi?  whicl) 


were  not  garrisoned  or  defended.  The 
act  forbidden  was  a  bombardment  with 
cannon  of  the  types  habitiuilly  used  in  field 
or  siege  operations.  In  view  of  the  in- 
creased employment  of  balloons  in  military 
operations,  it  was  believed  to  be  not  only 
prudent,  but^  in  the  highest  degree  ex- 
pedient, to  give  such  an  extenaon  to  its 
terms  as  to  include  within  the  scope  of 
the  i>rohibition  a  possible  resort  to  balloons 
or  air-ships,  as  agencies  of  aggressive  at- 
tack. This  purpose  was  accomplished  by 
adding  the  words  "by  any  means  what- 
soever." to  the  original  article. 

*  It  is  the  puroose  of  the  amended  arti- 
cle to  secure  to  historical  monuments  the 
3ime  measure  of  protection  from  the  vicis- 
tudes  of  siege  operations  that  is  accorded 
tb  the  classes  of  structures  which  are  named 
ih  the  original  Convention.  To  that  end 
the  proper  terms  of  description  have  been 
insertea  in  the  article  as  amended  by  thQ 
^pn4  Pei^e  Qoi)fereq<^. 
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obtain  information,  are  not  to  be  considered  as  spies.  In  the  same 
manner  military  persons  or  civilians  charged  with  the  conveyance 
of  despatches  to  their  own  army  or  to  that  of  the  enemy,  and  exe- 
cuting their  mission  openly,  are  not  to  be  considered  as  spies.  To 
this  class  belong,  also,  persons  who  are  sent  in  balloons  to  transmit 
despatches,  and,  in  general,  to  keep  up  commtmications  between 
separated  parts  of  an  army  or  territory. 

Art.  XXX.  A  spy  taken  in  the  act  cannot  be  punished  without 
a  preliminary  trial. 

Art.  XXXI.  A  spy  who,  having  rejoined  the  army  to  which  he 
is  attached,  is  subsequently  captured  by  the  enemy,  shall  be 
treated  as  a  prisoner  of  war,  and  shall  incur  no  liability  for  his  pre- 
vious acts  of  espionage. 

Chapter  III — Flags  op  Truce 

Art.  XXXII.  An  individual  who  is  authorized  by  one  belliger- 
ent to  enter  into  communication  with  the  other,  and  who  presents 
himself  with  a  white  flag,  is  regarded  as  the  bearer  of  a  flag  of  truce. 
He  has  the  quality  of  inviolability,  as  do  the  trtunpeter,  bugler, 
or  drummer,  and  the  f)ag-bearer  and  interpreter  who  accompany 
him. 

Art.  XXXIII.  The  commander  to  whom  a  flag  of  truce  is  sent 
is  not  obliged  to  receive  it  under  all  circumstances.  He  may  take 
all  necessary  measures  to  prevent  the  bearer  of  the  flag  from  profit- 
ing by  his  mission  to  obtain  information.  He  has  the  right,  in 
case  of  abuse,  to  detain  the  bearer  of  the  flag  temporarily. 

Art.  XXXIV.  The  bearer  of  a  flag  of  truce  forfeits  his  qtiality 
of  inviolability  if  it  is  proved,  in  a  positive  and  unexceptionable 
manner,  that  he  has  profited  by  his  privileged  position  to  provoke 
or  to  commit  an  act  of  treachery.  • 

Chapter  IV — Capitulations 

Art.  XXXV.  Articles  of  capitulation  entered  into  between  the 
Contracting  Parties  are  to  take  into  accoimt  the  rules  of  military 
honor.  Once  decided  upon,  these  capitulations  are  to  be  scru- 
pulously observed  by  both  Parties. 

Art.  XXXVI.  An  armistice  suspends  the  operations  of  war  by 
mutual  agreement  of  the  belligerent  Parties.  If  its  duration  is  not 
fixed,  the  belligerent  Parties  may  restune  operations  at  any  time, 
provided,  however,  that  the  enemy  is  warned,  at  the  time  agreed 
upon,  in  conformity  with  the  conditions  of  the  armistice. 

Art.  XXXVII.  The  armistice  may  be  either  general  or  local. 
The  first  suspends  the  military  operations  between  the  belligerent 
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states  everywhere;  the  second  sttspends  such  operations  only  as 
to  certain  fractions  of  the  belligerent  armies  and  in  a  determined 
radius. 

Art.  XXXVIII.  The  armistice  should  be  notified,  officially  and 
in  due  course,  to  the  proper  authorities  and  to  the  troops.  Hostili- 
ties are  suspended  immediately  after  the  notification  or  at  the  time 
agreed  upon. 

Art.  XXXIX.  It  depends  on  the  Contracting  Parties  to  fix  in 
the  clauses  of  the  armistice  the  relations  which  may  exist  with  the 
population  and  with  each  other  in  the  theatre  of  war. 

Art.  XL.  Every  serious  violation  of  the  armistice  by  either  Party 
gives  to  the  other  the  right  to  disavow  the  same,  and  even,  in  case 
of  urgency,  to  resume  hostilities  immediately. 

Art.  XLI.  The  violation  of  the  provisions  of  an  armistice  by  in- 
dividuals, acting  on  their  own  initiative,  confers  the  right  .only  to 
demand  the  punishment  of  the  offenders,  and,  if  need  be,  an  in- 
demnity for  the  damage  sustained. 

Section  III — Military  Authority  in  the  Territory  op  the 

Enemy 


Art.  XLII.  Territory  is  regarded  as  occupied  when  it  finds  itself 
placed  in  fact  under  the  authority  of  the  hostile  army.  The  occu- 
pation includes  only  the  territory  where  that  authority  is  estab- 
lished and  in  a  position  to  be  exercised. 

Art.  XLIII.  The  lawful  authority  having  passed,  in  fact,  into 
the  hands  of  the  occupant,  he  will  take  all  steps  which  depend 
upon  him  with  a  view  to  re-establish  order,  as  far  as  possible,  by 
respecting,  save  in  case  of  absolute  impediment,  the  laws  in  force 
in  the  coimtry. 

Art.  XLIV.  It  is  forbidden  for  a  belligerent  to  force  the  inhabi- 
tants of  occupied  territory  to  give  information  in  respect  to  the 
opposing  belligerent  or  his  means  of  defence.* 

Art.  XLV.  It  is  forbidden  to  constrain  the  population  of  an 
occupied  territory  to  recognize,  by  the  taking  of  an  oath,  the  power 
of  the  enemy. 

Art.  XLVI.  Family  honor  and  rights,  the  lives  of  individuals 
and  their  private  property,  as  well  as  their  religious  convictions 


1  The  substance  of  the  prohibition,  which 
was  originally  contained  in  this  Article, 
has  already  been  embodied  in  Article  xxiii. 
of  the  amended  code.  As  a  result  of  the 
experience  gained  in  recent  wars  it  has 
been  deemed  best  to  forbid  a  belligerent, 
in  somewhat  more  explicit  terms,  to  resort 


to  force  or  constraint  with  a  view  to  compel 
the  inhabitants  of  occupied  territory  to 
furnish  information  in  respect  to  the  posi- 
tions, operations,  or  intended  movements 
of  their  own  army.  With  this  end  in  view 
an  approrpiate  clause  was  adopted  by  the 
committee  and  approved  by  the  Conference. 
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and  the  right  of  public  worship,  are  to  be  respected.     Private 
property  is  not  to  be  confiscated. 

Art.  XLVII.  Pillage  is  expressly  prohibited. 

Art.  XLVIII.  If  the  occupant  collects  in  the  occupied  territory 
the  imposts,  duties,  and  tolls  established  for  the  benefit  of  the  state, 
he  shall  do  so,  as  far  as  possible,  in  accordance  with  existing  rules 
of  assessment  and  apportionment,  and  the  obligation  shall  devolve 
upon  him  of  providing  for  the  expenses  of  the  administration  of  the 
occupied  territory  in  the  proportion  to  which  the  legal  government 
was  bound  to  contribute. 

Art.  XLIX.  If,  in  addition  to  the  imposts  contemplated  in  the 
preceding  article,  the  occupant  levies  other  money  contributions 
in  the  occupied  territory,  he  can  do  so  only  to  the  extent  of  the 
needs  of  the  army  or  the  administration  of  the  occupied  territory. 

Art.  L.  No  collective  penalty,  pecuniary  or  otherwise,  shall  be 
imposed  upon  communities  because  of  individual  acts  for  which 
they  could  not  be  regarded  as  collectively  responsible. 

Art.  LI.  No  contribution  shall  be  collected  save  in  virtue  of  an 
order  given  in  writing,  and  on  the  responsibility  of  a  General-in- 
Chief.  This  method  of  collection  shall  be  resorted  to  only  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  existing  rules  of  assessment  and  apportionment. 
For  every  contribution  a  receipt  shall  be  given  to  the  contributor. 

Art.  LII.  Requisitions  in  kind  and  compulsory  service  shall  be 
demanded  only  of  communities  or  inhabitants  for  the  needs  of  the 
army  of  occupation.  They  shall  bear  relation  to  the  resources  of 
the  community,  and  shall  be  of  such  nature  as  not  to  imply  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  population  to  take  part  in  military 
operations  against  their  own  country. 

These  requisitions  and  services  shall  be  demanded  only  with  the 
authority  of  the  commander  of  the  occupied  locality.  Levies  in 
kind  shadl,  as  far  as  possible,  be  paid  for  in  cash ;  if  not,  they  shall 
be  verified  by  receipts,  the  payment  of  which  shall  be  arranged 
for  as  soon  as  possible.' 

Art.  LII  I.  The  army  which  occupies  a  territory  can  seize  only 
the  cash,  funds,  and  bills  receivable  properly  belonging  to  the 
state  itself,  means  of  transportation,  depot  of  arms,  magazines, 
and  supplies,  and,  in  general,  all  movable  property  of  the  state 
which  may  be  useftil  in  military  operations.     All  means  of  com- 

1  The  aiiiclo  in  its  original  form  was  in-  exercise  of  the  belligerent  right  of  requisi- 

tended  to  regulate  the  levying  of  requisi-  tion.    The  new   paragraph   contains   the 

tions  in  occtipied  territory  of  the  enemy,  additional  reqturement  that  the  property 

and  provided,  in  its  last  paragraph,  that  represented  by  these  receipts  shall  be  paid 

levies  in  kind  should,  as  far  as  possible,  be  for  with  the  least  practicable  delay,  and 

paid  for  in  cash;  if  not  paid  for.  the  article  the  article  as  amended  takes  the  form 

contained   the  requirement  that  receipts  above  indicated, 
should  be  given  for  property  taken  in  the 
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munication  and  of  transport  employed  on  land,  or  sea,  or  in  the  air 
for  the  conveyance  of  things  or  messages,  except  in  cases  governed 
by  the  Rules  of  Maritime  Law,  depots  of  arms,  and,  in  general,  all 
sorts  of  munitions  of  war,  even  when  belonging  to  corporations  or 
private  individuals,  are  equally  things  susceptible  of  use  in  mili- 
tary operations,  and  may  be  taken,  but  shall  be  restored  and  in- 
demnifications shall  be  agreed  upon  at  the  establishment  of  peace.  ^ 

Art.  LIV.  Submarine  cables  connecting  occupied  territory  with 
neutral  territory  shall  not  be  seized  or  destroyed  save  in  case  of 
absolute  necessity;  they  shall  also  be  restored  and  indemnifica- 
tions agreed  upon  at  the  establishment  of  peace. 

Art.  LV.  The  occupying  state  shall  regard  itself  only  as  the  ad- 
ministrator of  the  occupied  territory,  and  as  in  enjoyment  of  the 
usufruct  of  the  public  buildings,  landed  estates,  forests,  and  agri- 
cultural interests  belonging  to  the  state.  It  shall  be  his  duty  to 
protect  the  capital  of  these  properties,  and  to  administer  them  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  of  usufruct. 

Art.  LVI.  Town  property  and  the  property  of  establishments 
consecrated  to  religious  worship,  to  charity  and  education,  and  to 
the  arts  and  sciences,  even  when  belonging  to  the  state,  shall  be 
treated  as  private  property.  All  seizure,  destruction,  or  inten- 
tional defacement  of  such  establishments,  of  historical  monuments, 
of  works  of  art  or  of  science,  is  prohibited,  and  the  offenders  shall 
be  prosecuted. 

Final  Article 

The  belligerent  Party  who  shall  violate  the  requirements  of 
these  regulations  shall  be  held  to  indemnity  in  a  proper  case.  He 
will  be  responsible  for  all  acts  committed  by  persons  forming  a 
part  of  his  armed  forces.' 

1  This  article,  in  its  new  fomij  enUoses  severAl  requirements  of  that  undertaking 

to  some  extent  the  field  of  application  of  are  cdrried  into  effect— ^ot  under  the  im- 

the  original  paragraph  by  bringing  within  mediate  control  and  direction  of  the  foreign 

its  operation  all  means  of  communication  offices  of  the  Si^atory  Powers,  but  by 

of  every  kind  which  are  intended  for  the  military  officers  in  the  theatre  of  hostile 

transportation  or  conveyance  of  persons,  activity,  tech  acting  within  the  sphere  of 

property,  or  intelligence.     The  following  his  command  and  duty  in  the  military 

paragraph  forbids  the  destruction  of  sub-  establishment    of    the    belligerent    under 

marine  cables  except  in  case  of  absolute  whose  flag  he  serves.     It  is  not  surprising 

and  overruling  military  necessity.    When  that  aiflferences  of  interpretation  and  of 

such  tines  are  taken  and  used,  they  are  to  execution  should  have  arisen  in  the  appli- 

be  restored,  with  suitable  indemnities,  on  cation  of  the  Convention  of  i8qo,  or  tiiat 
the  conclusion  of  peace.                                  ^    undue  severity  should  have  been  shown. 

*  It  is  one  of  the  most  essential  rules  of  '    from  time  to  time,  in  the  exercise  oi  au- 

international  fi^ood  neighborhood  that  the  thority  b)r  subordinate  commanders.     To 

states   composing   the   family  of  nations  correct  this  dangerous  tenderfcy  and  give 

shall  be  guided  by  the  highest  good  faith  due  emphasis  to  the  well-established  ad- 

in  the  execution  ot  their  treaty  obligations.  ministtative  principle  that  the  state  itself 

The  Rules  of  War  of  X  809  form  no  exception  is  responsible  for  the  acts  of  its  militate 

to  this  wholesome  and  necessary  rule.     It  commanders  and   subordinate   agents,   it 

should  b«  observed.  hQw^yer^  that  the     was  d(itermined  to  add  a  concluding  para- 
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No.  5 

CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  RIGHTS  AND  DUTIES 
OF  NEUTRAL  POWERS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  IN  WAR- 
FARE ON  LAND 

The  High  Contracting  Parties,  .  .  .  with  a  view  to  prescribe 
more  clearly  the  rights  and  duties  of  neutral  Powers  in  the  event 
of  war  on  land,  and  to  regulate  the  status  of  belligerents  who  have 
taken  refuge  in  neutral  territory; 

Desiring  equally  to  define  the  neutral  character  until  such  time 
as  it  shall  be  possible  to  regulate  in  its  entirety  the  status  of  neu- 
tral persons  in  their  relations  with  the  belligerents — 

Have  resolved  to  conclude  a  Convention  to  that  end,  etc.,  etc. 

• 

Charter  I — ^The  Rights  and  Duties  op  Neutral  Powers 

Article  I.  The  territory  of  neutral  Powers  is  inviolable. 

Art.  11.  It  is  forbidden  to  beligerents  to  cause  trooi>s  or  con- 
voys, whether  munitions  or  supplies,  to  pass  through  the  terri- 
tory of  a  neutral  Power. 

Art.  III.  It  is  equally  forbidden  to  belligerents — 

(a.)  To  install  upon  the  territory  of  a  neutral  a  radio-telegraphic 
apparatus  intended  to  serve  as  a  means  of  communication  with 
belligerent  forces  on  land  or  sea. 

(6.)  To  utilize  such  installations  established  by  them  previous 
to  the  war,  in  the  territory  of  the  neutral  Power,  for  an  exclusive- 
ly military  purpose,  which  have  not  been  opened  to  the  service  of 
public  correspondence. 

Art.  IV.  Corps  of  combatants  may  not  be  formed,  and  recruit- 
ing offices  may  not  be  opened  for  the  benefit  of  belligerents  in  the 
territory  of  a  neutral  Power. 

Art.  V.  A  neutral  Power  must  not  permit  any  of  the  acts  re- 
ferred to  in  Articles  II.  and  IV.  to  be  committed  within  its  terri- 
tory. It  is  only  required  to  punish  acts  contrary  to  its  neutrality 
when  such  acts  have  been  committed  within  its  territory. 

graph  having  some  of  the  aspects  of  a  If   the    circumstances    of   a   particular 

pen^  clause.     Its  operation  will  be  to  re-  war  are  such  as  to  suggest  the  application 

quire  those  charged  bv  their  governments  of  a  rule  of  limitation  to  cases  arising  un- 

with  the  exercise  of  nigh  miUtary  com-  der  the  article,  such  mutual  stipulations 

mand  to  maintain  such  a  constant  super-  in  that  regard  as  are  warranted  by  the 

vision  over  the  acts  of  their  subordinates  facts  may  properly  find  a   place  in  the 

as  will  be  calculated  to  secure  the  exact  treaty  of  peace, 
and  rigorous  enforcement  of  the  several 
requirements  of  the  Convention 
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Art.  VI.  The  responsibility  of  a  neutral  Power  is  not  com- 
promised by  the  fact  that  individuals  separately  pass  its  frontier 
with  a  view  to  entering  the  service  of  one  of  the  belligerents. 

Art.  VII.  A  neutral  Power  is  not  obliged  to  prevent  the  exporta- 
tion or  transit,  for  the  accotmt  of  either  belligerent,  of  arms,  muni- 
tions, and,  in  general,  of  anything  which  may  be  useful  to  an  army 
or  fleet. 

Art.  VIII.  A  neutral  Power  is  not  obliged  to  forbid  or  restrict 
the  belligerent  use  of  telegraphic  or  telephonic  cables  or  wireless 
telegraph  apparatus  which  are  its  property  or  that  of  companies 
or  individuals. 

Art.  IX.  All  prohibitory  and  restrictive  measiues  resorted  to  by 
a  neutral  Power  in  respect  to  matters  referred  to  in  Articles  VII. 
and  VIII.  shall  be  imiformly  applied  by  such  Power  to  both  bellig- 
erents. 

The  neutral  Power  shall  watch  over  the  observance  of  the  same 
obligation  by  companies  or  individual  proprietors  of  telegraphic 
or  telephonic  cables  or  of  wireless  telegraph  apparatus. 

Art.  X.  It  shall  not  be  considered  a  hostile  act  if  a  neutral  Power 
repels,  even  by  force,  attempts  against  its  neutrality. 

Chapter  II-^Internment  op  Belligerents  and  Cars  op  the 

Wounded 

Art.  XI.  A  neutral  Power  which  receives  the  troops  of  a  neutral 
in  its  territory  shall  intern  them,  as  f:x  as  possible,  at  a  distance 
from  the  theatre  of  war.  It  may  keep  them  in  camps,  and  even 
confine  them  in  fortresses  or  in  places  appropriate  to  that  purpose. 
It  shall  determine  whether  oflficers  shall  be  allowed  to  go  free  on 
taking  the  obligation  of  the  parole  not  to  quit  the  territory  of  the 
neutral  without  authority. 

Art.  XII.  In  default  of  a  special  Convention,  the  neutral  Power 
shaU  furnish  the  interned  troops  with  food,  clothing,  and  the  rey 
lief  demanded  by  humanity.  Reimbtirsement  shall  be  made,  at 
the  peace,  of  the  expenses  occasioned  by  the  internment. 

Art.  XIII.  A  neutral  Power  which  receives  escaped  prisoners 
of  war  shall  allow  them  their  liberty.  If  it  tolerates  their  sojourn 
in  its  territory,  it  may  assign  them  a  place  of  residence.  The  same 
arrangement  is  applicable  to  prisoners  of  war  brought  in  by  troops 
who,  seek  refuge  in  the  territory  of  a  neutral  Power. 

Art.  XIV.  A  neutral  Power  may  authorize  the  passage  through 
its  territory  of  sick  or  wounded  belonging  to  the  belligerent  armies, 
subject  to  the  condition  that  the  trains  which  bring  them  shall 
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transport  neither  the  personnel  nor  maUriel  of  war.  In  such  a 
case  the  neutral  Power  is  obliged  to  take  the  meastuies  of  security 
and  control  which  are  necQ3sary  to  that  end. 

The  sick  and  wounded  brought  into  the  territory  of  a  neutral 
Power  under  such  conditions  by  one  belligerent,  and  who  may  be 
in  the  power  of  the  adverse  Party,  shall  be  guarded  by  the  neutral 
Power  in  such  a  way  that  they  cannot  again  take  part  in  the  opera- 
tions of  war.  Such  Power  shall  have  the  same  duties  in  respect  to 
such  of  the  sick  and  wounded  of  the  other  army  as  may  be  com- 
mitted to  Its  care. 

Art.  XV.  The  requirements  of  the  Geneva  Convention  are  ap- 
plicable to  the  sick  and  woimded  who  are  interned  in  neutral  ter- 
ritory. 

Chapter  III — NfixrrRAL  Persons 

Art.  XVI.  Subjects  of  a  state  which  takes  no  part  in  the  war 
are  regarded  as  neutrals. 

Art.  XVII.  A  neutral  cannot  avail  himself  of  his  neutral  privi- 
leges—   • 

(a.)  If  he  commits  acts  of  hostility  against  a  belligerent. 

(&.)  If  he  commits  acts  in  favor  of  one  belligerent — notably,  if 
he  taJces  voluntary  service  in  the  ranks  of  one  of  the  Parties.  In 
such  a  case  the  neutral  shall  not  be  treated  more  rigorously,  by 
the  belligerent  against  whom  he  has  been  wanting  in  neutrality, 
than  would  a  subject  of  the  other  belligerent  state  by  reason  of 
the  same  act. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  following  shall  not  be  considered  as  acts  com- 
mitted in  favor  of  one  of  the  belligerents  within  the  meaning  of 
Article  XVII.,  paragraph  (6): 

(a.)  Supplies  ftumished  or  loans  voluntarily  made  to  one  of  the 
belligerents  —  PfPVMied,  the  furnisher  or  lender  does  not  reside 
within  the  territory  of  the  other  Party,  or  in  territory  occupied 
by  him,  and  the  supplies  do  not  come  from  such  territories. 

(6.)  Service  rendered  in  connection  with  police  or  civil  adminis^ 
tration. 

Chapter  IV — Railway  Material 

Art,  XIX.  Railway  material  coming  from  the  territory  of  neu- 
tral Powers  which  belongs  to  such  Powers,  or  to  corporations  or 
to  private  individuals,  and  is  recognizable  as  such,  can  only  be 
requisitioned  and  utilized  by  a  belligerent  in  case  of,  and  to  the 
extent  required  by,  imperious  necessity.     It  shall  be  returned  to 
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<ts  country  of  origin  as  soon  as  possible.  Similarly  a  neutral 
Power,  in  case  of  necessity,  may  retain  and  utilize,  to  a  due  amount, 
material  coming  from  the  territory  of  a  belligerent  Power.  An 
indemnity  shall  be  paid,  on  both  sides,  in  proportion  to  the  ma- 
terial utilized  and  the  duration  of  its  utilization. 

Chapter  V — Final  Disposition's 

Art.  XX.  The  provisions  of  the  present  Convention  are  only 
applicable  as  between  the  Contracting  Powers,  and  then  only  if 
all  the  belligerents  are  Parties  to  the  Convention.^ 

No.  6 

CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  TREATMENT  OP  EN- 
EMY  MERCHANT   SHIPS   AT    THE    OUTBREAK    OF 
^     HOSTILITIES 

The  Signatory  Powers,  .  .  .  desirotis  of  guaranteeing  the  security 
of  international  commerce  against  the  surprises  of  war,  and  wish- 
ing, in  conformity  to  modem  practice,  to  sectue  as  far  as  possible 
operations  tmdertaken  in  good  faith,  and  in  the  course  of  execu- 
tion before  the  outbreak  of  hostilities,  .  .  .  have  agreed  to  the 
following  arrangements: 

Article  I.  When  a  commercial  vessel  belonging  to  one  of  the  bel- 
ligerent Powers  is  fotmd  in  an  enemy's  port,  at  the  outbreak  of  hos- 
tilities, it  is  desirable  that  it  should  be  freely  permitted  to  depart, 
either  immediately  or  after  a  sufficient  delay  by  way  of  favor; 
and,  having  been  furnished  with  a  passport,  to  pass  directly  to  its 
port  of  destination  or  to  such  other  port  as  shall  be  indicated  to 
it.  It  is  the  same  with  a  ship  which,  having  quitted  its  last  port 
of  departure  before  the  commencement  of  the  war,  may  enter  an 
enemy's  port  in  ignorance  of  the  existence  of  hostilities. 

Art.  II.  A  commercial  vessel  which,  as  the  result  of  circum- 
stances of  force  majeure,  may  not  have  been  able  to  quit  an  enemy's 
port  during  the  delay  contemplated  in  the  preceding  article,  or 
to  which  permission  to  depart  has  not  been  accorded,  cannot  be 
confiscated.  It  is  only  subject  to  seiztue,  with  the  obligation  to 
restore  it  after  the  war,  without  indemnity,  or  to  be  taken  by  way 
of  reqttisition  with  indemnity. 

Art.  III.  Enemy  commercial  vessels  which  have  quitted  their 


1  For  nttification.  accenlon   and  4raW>c|i|^Q'n  «kM>^t  Qoe  QQi|v«qti(m  Cokicemlnf 
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• 

last  port  of  departure  before  the  commencement  of  the  war,  and 
which  are  met  at  sea  ignorant  of  hostilities,  cannot  be  confiscated. 
They  are  only  subject  to  seiztue  with  the  obligation  to  restore 
them  after  the  war,  without  indemnity,  or  to  be  requisitioned,  or 
even  to  be  destroyed  subject  to  indemnity,  and  with  the  obliga- 
tion to  provide  for  the  safety  of  the  persons  on  board,  as  well  as 
for  the  preservation  of  their  papers.  After  these  ships  have 
touched  at  a  ^ort  of  their  own  country,  or  at  a  neutral  port,  they 
become  subject  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  maritime  warfare. 

Art.  IV.  Eneipy  merchandise  found  on  board  ships  mentioned 
in  Articles  I.  and  II.  is  equally  subject  to  seizure  and  restoration 
after  the  war,  without  indemnity,  or  to  be  requisitioned,  with  in- 
demnity, conjointly  with  or  separate  from  the  ship.  The  same 
is  the  case  with  merchandise  found  on  board  the  ships  mentioned 
in  Article  III. 

Art.  V.  The  present  niles  are  not  intended  to  apply  to  ships 
the  construction  of  which  indicates  that  they  are  intended  to  be 
transformed  into  vessels  of  war. 

Art.  VI.  The  arrangements  of  this  Convention  are  only  appli- 
cable as  between  the  Contracting  Powers  when  both  belligerents 
are  both  Parties  to  the  Convention.' 

No.  7 

A  CONVENTION   CONCERNING  THE  TRANSFORMATION 
OP  MERCHANT  VESSELS  INTO  SHIPS-OF-WAR  • 

The  High  Contracting  Powers,  etc.,  ...  in  view  of  the  incor- 
poration of  ships  of  the  merchant  marine  into  the  combatant  fleets 
in  time  of  war,  it  is  desirable  to  define  the  conditions  under  which 
that  operation  can  be  accomplished; 

The  Contracting  Powers,  however,  not  having  been  able  to  come 
\o  an  agreement  upon  the  question  of  the  transformation  of  a 
commercial  vessel  into  a  ship-of-war  on  the  high  seas,  it  is  under- 
stood that  the  place  of  transformation  remains  undetermined  and 
is  not  covered  by  the  following  niles: 

Article  I.  No  commercial  vessel  transformed  into  a  ship-of-war 
can  have  the  rights  and  duties  attaching  to  that  character  if  it  is 
not  placed  under  the  direct  authority,  and  the  immediate  control 
and  responsibility  of  the  Power  whose  flag  it  carries. 

1  For    ratification,    accession,    and  de-  vention  was  not  accepted  by  the  United 

nunciatlon    clauses,    sec    agreement    pro-  States. 

hibiting  the    forcible   collection    of    con-  i  This  Convention  was  not  accepted  by 

tract    debts,    p.    569.    ants.    This    Con-  the  United  States. 
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Art.  II.  The  commercial  vessels  transformed  into  ships-of-war 
should  cany  the  distinctive  external  signs  of  ships-of-war  of  their 
nationality. 

Art.  Ill,  The  commander  should  be  in  the  service  of  the  state 
and  duly  commissioned  by  competent  authority.  His  name 
should  appear  on  the  list  of  officers  of  the  military  fleet. 

Art.  IV.  The  crew  should  be  subject  to  the  rules  of  military  dis- 
cipline. 

Art.  V.  Every  commercial  vessel  transformed  into  a  ship-of- 
war  is  required  to  observe  the  laws  and  customs  of  war  in  its 
operations. 

Art.  VI.  The  belligerent  who  transforms  a  commercial  vessel 
into  a  ship-of-war  should,  as  soon  as  possible,  mention  such  trans- 
formation in  the  list  of  ships  of  his  military  fleet. 

Art.  VII.  The  requirements  of  this  Convention  are  only  appli- 
cable as  between  the  Contracting  Powers  when  all  the  belligerents 
are  Parties  to  tlie  Convention.^ 


No.  8 

CONVENTION     RESTRICTING    THE     EMPLOYMENT    OP 
SUBMARINE  MINES  AND  TORPEDOES' 

The  High  Contracting  Powers,  .  .  .  inspired  by  the  principle  of 

the  freedom  of  routes  of  maritime  commerce,  open  to  all  nations; 

Considering  that,  under  existing  conditions,  the  employment  of 


1  For  ratification,  accesaon,  and  dentin- 
ciatioA  clanaes,  aee  Convention  concerning 
Contractual  Debts,  p.  «6o.  anU. 

*  The  type  of  mtn*  which  ia  now  in  gen- 
efal  UM  for  miUtaiy  purposes  consists  of 
a  case  charged  with  explosives,  which  is 
planted  in  the  channel  of  approach  to  ports 
or  harbors  with  a  view  to  prevent  the  en- 
tfmnce  of  hostile  ships  or  fleets.  They  are 
exploded  cither  automatically,  by  contact 
with  an  entering  ship,  or  by  electrical  ap- 
pliances which  are  controlled  from  the 
shore.  The  term  torpedo  is  applied  to  a 
suitable  case  containing  high  explosiveSt 
which  is  operated  by  a  self-propelling  en- 
gine. Torpedoes  are  launched  from  a  ship, 
or  from  a  torpedo  casemate  on  shore  with 
a  view  to  injure  or  destroy  a  passing  ship 
of  the  enemy.  Their  movements  are 
susoeptiblB  of  being  directed  with  con- 
siderable accuracy,  and,  if  they  miss  their 
target,  they  are  so  constructed  as  to  sink 
automatically,  thus  becoming  harmless. 

Rfstnction  on  tkt  Use  of  Mines.  During 
the  recent  war  between  Russia  and  Japan 
anchored  contact  mines  were  U^sely  used 
both  in  the  offensive  and  defensive  opera- 


tions of  the  belligerent  parties.  Consid- 
erable numbers  oTthese  contact  mines  be- 
came detached  from  their  moorings,  due. 
in  part,  to  defective  anchoring  appliances, 
and  in  part  to  the  action  of  the  currents 
and  tides.  During  the  war,  and  especially 
after  its  close,  these  floating  mines  oecame 
a  serious  menace  to  shippmg  engaged  in 
the  ordinary  navigation  of  the  North  China 
Sea,  and  occasioned  great  loss  and  damage 
to  commercial  interests  in  those  waters. 

The  right  of  a  belligerent  to  employ  sub- 
marine mines  in  the  defence  of  his  coasts 
and  territorial  waters,  together  with  their 
offensive  and  defensive  employment  in 
the  theatre  of  active  naval  operations  at 
sea,  was  generally  conceded,  coupled,  how- 
ever, with  the  obligation,  on  the  part  of 
botii  belligerents,  to  resort  to  such  pre> 
cautions  in  their  use  as  wotald  be  calcu- 
lated to  secure  to  ordinary  shipping  as 
complete  an  immunit/  as  possiDle  from 
their  terrible  destructive  effects.  To  ap- 
ply a  remedy  to  this  situation  the  use  of 
mines  in  maritime  warfare  was  made  the 
subject  of  conventional  regulation  at  the 
Second  Peace  Conference  at  The  Hague, 
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automatic  contact  mines  cannot  be  interdicted,  it  is  important 
to  limit  and  regtdate  their  use,  in  order  to  restrict  the  rigors  of 
war,  and,  as  far  as  possible,  to  give  to  peaceful  navigation  the 
sectuity  which  it  has  a  right  to  claim  despite  the  existence  of  war; 

While  it  may  not  be  possible  to  regulate  the  matter  in  such  a 
fashion  as  to  give  such  guarantees  as  are  desirable  to  the  interests 
concerned,  etc.,  etc. — 

Article  I.  It  is  forbidden — 

1.  To  place  non-anchored  automatic  contact  mines  imless  they 
are  constructed  in  such  a  way  as  to  become  inoffensive  within,  at 
most,  one  hour  after  the  Party  which  places  them  has  lost  control 
over  them. 

2.  To  place  anchored  contact  mines  which  do  not  become  in- 
offensive as  soon  as  their  anchoring  connections  are  broken. 

3.  To  employ  torpedoes  which  do  not  become  inoffensive  when 
they  have  missed  their  target. 

Art.  II.  It  is  forbidden  to  place  automatic  contact  mines  before 
the  coasts  and  ports  of  an  adversary  for  the  sole  ptupose  of  inter- 
rupting commercial  navigation. 

Art.  III.  When  anchored  automatic  contact  mines  are  employed, 
all  possible  precautions  should  be  taken  for  the  secimty  of  pacific 
navigation.  Belligerents  agree  to  provide,  as  far  as  possible,  that 
their  mines  shall  become  inoffensive  after  a  limited  time,  and,  in 
case  they  cease  to  be  supervised,  to  point  out  the  dangerous  areas, 
as  far  as  military  exigencies  will  permit,  by  a  notice  to  navigation 
which  shall  also  be  communicated  to  the  governments  through 
diplomatic  channels. 

Art.  IV.  Every  neutral  Power  which  places  automatic  contact 
mines  in  front  of  its  coasts  should  observe  the  same  precautions 
that  are  imposed  on  belligerents.  The  neutral  Powers  should 
make  known  to  navigation,  by  a  previous  notice,  the  areas  in  which 
automatic  contact   mines   are  anchored.     This  notice   shall  be 

most  endeavors  to  remove,  destroy,  or 
otherwise  render  harmless  any  mines  plant- 
ed  by  them  durins  the  period  6t  the  war. 
Bach  belligerent  is  requtred  to  notify  the 
other  of  the  location  of  any  mines  laid  by 
him,  in  the  territorial  waters  of  the  enemy, 
during  the  progress  of  hostilities.  The 
right  of  neutral  Powers  to  plant  mines  in 
their  territorial  waters,  with  a  view  to  en- 
force respect  for  Uieir  neutral  rights,  was 
also  expressly  recognized  in  an  appropriate 
stipulation,  together  with  a  clause  requir- 
ing states  whose  mining  tnaiHiel  doea  not 
conform  to  the  reauirements  of  the  Con- 
vention to  bring  tfieir  mining  equipment 
within  its  terms  with  the  least  practicable 
delay. 


where  it  was  forbidden  **to  lay  unan- 
chored  automatic  contact  mines,  except 
when  they  are  so  constructed  as  to  be- 
come harmless  one  hour,  at  most,  after 
they  pass  out  of  the  control  of  the  party 
which  plants  them."  It  is  also  forbidden 
to  plant  anchored  automatic  contact  mines 
which  do  not  become  harmless  as  soon  as 
they  break  loose  from  their  moorings^  and 
to  use  torpedoes  which  do  not  similarly 
become  harmless  when  they  have  failed 
of  their  target. 

It  was  also  forbidden  to  lay  mines  along 
the  coast  of  an  enemy  solely  for  the  pur- 
pose of  interrupting  commercial  navicra- 
tion.  At  the  close  of  the  war  the  bellig- 
erent Powers  are  required  to  use  their  ut- 
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promptly  communicated  to  the  goveniments  in  the  diplomatic 
way. 

Art.  V.  At  the  end  of  the  war  the  Contracting  Powers  agree 
to  do  everything  that  depends  upon  them'  to  remove,  each  from 
its  own  coasts,  the  mines  which  they  have  planted.  As  to  an- 
chored automatic  contact  mines  that  one  of  the  belligerents  may 
have  planted  along  the  coasts  of  the  other,  their  location  will  be 
notified,  by  the  Power  which  has  placed  them,  to  the  other  Party, 
and  each  Power  should  proceed,  with  the  least  possible  delay,  to 
take  up  the  mines  which  are  in  its  waters. 

Art.  VI.  The  Contracting  Powers  which  have  not  yet  adopted 
perfected  mines,  such  as  are  foreseen  in  the  present  regulations, 
and  are  for  that  reason  unable  actually  to  conform  to  the  rules 
established  in  Articles  I.  and  III.,  agree  to  transform  their  mine 
material,  as  soon  as  possible,  in  order  that  they  may  conform  to 
the  foregoing  requirements. 

Art.  VII.  The  stipulations  of  the  present  undertaking  are  con- 
cluded for  a  period  of  seven  years,  or  imtil  the  close  of  the  Third 
Peace  Conference,  if  that  date  is  earlier.* 

Art.  XI.  The  present  Convention  shall  have  a  duration  of  seven 
years,  from  the  sixtieth  day  after  the  date  of  the  first  deposit  of 
ratifications. 

Save  for  denunciations,  it  shall  continue  in  force  after  the  ex- 
piration of  such  delay.  The  denunciation  shall  be  notified  in 
writing  to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  who  shall  immedi- 
ately communicate  a  certified  copy,  in  conformity  with  such  noti- 
fication, to  all  the  other  Powers,  advising  them  the  date  upon 
which  it  was  received. 

The  denunciation  shall  become  operative,  in  respect  to  the 
Power  which  notified  it,  six  months  after  the  notification  shall 
have  reached  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands. 

Art.  XII.  The  Contracting  Powers  agree  to  resume  the  question 
of  the  emplojrment  of  automatic  contact  mines  six  months  before 
the  expiration  of  the  term  provided  for  in  the  first  paragraph  of 
the  preceding  Article,  in  case  it  shall  not  have  been  resumed  and 
settled  at  an  earlier  date  by  the  Third  Peace  Conference. 

If  the  Contracting  Powers  conclude  a  new  Convention  concern- 
ing the  employment  of  mines,  the  present  Convention  shall  cease 
to  be  applicable  upon  its  coming  into  operation. 

1  For  Articles  VIII  .  IX.,  and  X.,  aee  the  simiUr  requests  of  the  countries  covering  the 
Collection  of  ContractuAl  Debts,  p.  5<^9  anU. 
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No.  9 

CONVENTION  REGARDING  BOMBARDMENTS  BY  NAVAL 

FORCES  IN  TIME  OF  WAR 

Chapter  I — On   the  Bombardment  op    Undefended   Ports, 

Cities,  Villages,  etc. 

'  Article  I.  Naval  forces  are  forbidden  to  bombard  undefended 
ports,  cities,  villages,  habitations,  or  buildings.  A  locality  may 
not  be  bombarded  for  the  sole  reason  that  before  its  port  automatic 
submarine  contact  mines  are  planted. 

Art.  II.  This  interdiction,  however,  does  not  include  military 
works,  military  or  naval  establishments,  depots  of  arms  or  ma- 
terials of  war,  work-shops,  and  plants  susceptible  of  being  utilized 
for  the  needs  of  the  enemy's  fleet  or  army,  or  vessels-of-war  fotmd 
in  the  port,  which  the  commandant  of  a  naval  force,  after  sum- 
mons and  a  reasonable  delay,  may  destroy  by  artillery  fire,  if  all 
other  means  are  found  impossible,  and  when  the  local  authorities 
shall  not  have  proceeded  to  destroy  them  within  the  period  of 
delay  fixed  upon.  He  incurs  no  responsibility  in  this  case  for  the 
involuntary  damage  which  may  be  occasioned  by  the  bombard- 
ment. If  the  military  necessities  require  immediate  action,  not 
permitting  the  granting  of  a  delay,  it  is  understood  that  the  inter- 
diction against  bombardment  of  an  undefended  city  remains  as 
in  the  case  set  forth  in  the  first  paragraph,  and  that  the  comman- 
dant shall  make  all  the  required  arrangements  in  order  that  the 
least  possible  inconvenience  may  res\ilt  to  the  city. 

Art.  III.  After  an  express  notification  the  bombardment  of 
ports,  cities,  villages,  habitations,  or  buildings  may  be  proceeded 
with,  if  the  local  authorities,  after  being  placed  on  notice  by  a 
formal  warning,  refuse  to  accede  to  the  requisition  for  provisions 
or  stores  necessary  to  the  immediate  needs  of  the  naval  force  which 
finds  itself  before  the  locality.  These  requisitions  shall  be  in  pro- 
portion to  the  resources  of  the  locality.  They  shall  not  be  asked 
for  except  with  the  authorization  of  the  commandant  of  the  said 
naval  force,  and  they  shall  be  as  far  as  possible  immediately  paid 
for;  otherwise  they  shall  be  evidenced  by  receipts. 

Art.  IV.  The  bombardment  of  non-defended  ports,  cities,  vil- 
lages, habitations  or  buildings  for  the  non-payment  of  contribu- 
tions of  money  is  forbidden. 
37 
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Chapter  II — General  Regulations 

In  a  bombardment  by  naval  forces  all  necessary  measures  must 
be  taken  by  the  commandant  to  spare  as  far  as  possible  historical 
montunents,  buildings,  devoted  to  worship,  to  arts,  science,  and 
charity,  hospitals  and  the  places  of  assemblage  of  the  sick  or 
wounded,  on  condition  that  they  shall  not  at  the  same  time  be 
used  for  a  military  pxirpose.  The  duty  of  the  inhabitants  is  to 
indicate  the  monuments  and  the  edifices  or  places  of  assembly 
by  visible  signs,  which  shall  consist  of  large,  rectangular,  rigid 
panels,  divided  along  one  of  their  diagonals  into  two  colored  tri- 
angles, black  above  and  white  below. 

Art.  VI.  Except  in  the  case  where  military  exigencies  will  not 
permit  of  it,  the  commandant  of  the  attacking  naval  force  mxist, 
before  undertaking  a  bombardment,  do  all  that  he  is  able  to  do 
to  notify  the  authorities. 

Art.  VII.  It  is  forbidden  to  deliver  over  to  pillage  a  city  or 
locality  even  when  taken  by  assault. 

No.  lo 

CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  APPLICATION  OP  THE 
PRINCIPLES  OF  THE  GENEVA  CONVENTION  TO 
MARITIME  WARFARE 

The  High  Contracting  Powers,  etc.,  etc eqiudly  animated 

by  a  desire,  so  far  as  it  depends  upon  them,  to  diminish  the  in- 
evitable hardships  of  war;  and  desiring  to  that  end  to  adapt  the 
principles  of  the  Geneva  Convention  of  July  6,  1906,  to  maritime 
warfare,  etc.,  etc. 

Article  I.  Military  hospital-ships — ^that  is  to  say,  ships  con- 
structed or  arranged  by  states  specially  and  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  assistance  to  the  sick,  wounded,  and  shipwrecked — the 
names  of  which  shall  have  been  communicated  to  the  belligerent 
Powers  at  the  opening,  or  during  the  progress,  of  hostilities,  and 
in  any  case  before  going  into  commission,  are  to  be  respected,  and 
may  not  be  captured  during  the  continuance  of  hostilities.  These 
ships  are  no  longer  assimilated  to  vessels-of-war  in  respect  to  their 
sojourn  in  neutral  ports. 

Art.  II.  Hospital-ships  equipped,  wholly  or  in  part,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  officially  recognized  relief  associations  or  private  indi- 
viduals, are  equally  respected  and  exempted  from  capture,  if  the 
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belligerent  Po^er  upon  which  they  are  dependent  has  given  them 
an  official  commission  and  has  communicated  their  names  to  the 
adverse  Power  at  the  opening  or  during  the  course  of  hostilities, 
and,  in  any  case,  before  going  into  commission.  These  vessels 
should  be  provided  with  documents  from  competent  authority, 
declaring  that  they  have  been  subject  to  its  control  dvtring  the 
eqtiipment  and  at  their  final  sailing. 

Art.  III.  Hospital-ships  equipped,  wholly  or  in  part,  at  the  ex- 
pense of  officially  recognized  relief  associations  or  private  indi- 
viduals of  neutral  countries  are  respected  and  exempted  from 
capture,  provided  they  are  placed  tmder  the  direction  of  one  of 
the  belligerents,  with  the  previously  obtained  consent  of  their  own 
government,  and  with  the  authority  of  the  belligerent,  who  shall 
have  communicated  their  names  to  his  adversary  at  the  opening, 
or  dtu'ing  the  progress  of  hostilities,  and,  in  any  case,  before  going 
into  commission. 

Art.  IV.  The  ships  mentioned  in  Articles  IL,  III.,  and  IV.  shall 
carry  aid  and  assistance  to  the  sick,  wounded,  and  shipwrecked 
without  distinctioQ  of  nationality. .  The  governments  agree  not 
to  apply  these  ships  to  any  military  use.  These  ships  shall  not 
hamper,  in  any  way,  the  movements  of  the  combatants.  During 
and  after  an  engagement  they  shall  act  at  their  own  risk  and  peril. 
The  belligerents  shall  have  the  right  to  visit  and  control  them; 
they  may  refuse  their  co-operation,  may  order  them  to  keep  at  a 
distance,  may  impose  a  fixed  sailing  course,  and  may  put  a  com- 
missioner on  board ;  they  may  even  detain  them  if  the  necessities 
of  the  case  demand  it.  As  far  as  possible,  the  belligerents  will 
note  on  the  log-books  all  charitable  relief  ships  any  orders  which 
they  may  give  them. 

Art.  V.  Hospital-ships  are  distinguished  by  being  painted  white 
outside,  with  a  horizontal  band  of  green  about  four  feet  eight  inches 
in  width.  The  ships  mentioned  in  Articles  II.  and  III.  shall  be  dis- 
tinguished by  being  painted  white  outside,  with  a  horizontal  band 
of  red  about  four  feet  eight  inches  in  width.  Ships'  boats  of  the 
vessels  last  mentioned,  like  the  small  craft  assigned  to  hospital 
service,  shall  be  distinguished  by  the  same  coloring.  All  hospital- 
ships  shall  make  themselves  known  by  hoisting,  with  their  national 
flag,  the  white  flag  with  a  red  cross  prescribed  by  the  Geneva 
Convention,  and,  in  addition,  if  they  belong  to  a  neutral  state,  by 
carrying  at  the  mainrmast  the  national  flag  of  the  belligerent  under 
whose  direction  they  have  placed  themselves.  Hospital-ships 
which,  in  conformity  to  the  terms  of  Article  IV.,  are  detained  by 
the  enemy,  will  be  requi^d  to  haul  down  the  flag  of  the  belligerent 
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that  they  cany.  The  ships  and  craft  above  mentioned,  in  order  to 
asstire  tiiemselves  during  the  night  of  the  respect  to  which  they 
are  entitled,  mxist,  with  the  consent  of  the  belligerent  which  they 
accompany,  take  the  necessary  measttres  to  see  that  the  painting 
which  indicates  their  character  shall  be  sufficiently  visible. 

Art.  VI.  The  distinctive  signs  prescribed  in  Article  V.  can  only 
be  employed,  either  in  time  of  peace  or  in  time  of  war,  to  protect 
or  distinguish  the  ship>s  which  are  therein  mentioned. 

Art.  VII.  In  case  of  a  combat  on  bpafd  of  a  vessel-of-war,  the 
sick-bays  shall  be  respected  and  protected,  as  far  as  it  is  possible 
to  do  so.  These  sick-bays  continue  subject  to  the  laws  of  war, 
but  cannot  be  diverted  from  their  use  so  long  as  they  are  neces- 
sary for  the  sick  and  wounded.  The  commander  in  whose  power 
they  are  has  always  the  right  to  dispose  of  them,  or  to  use  them 
in  case  of  important  military  necessity,  by  making  previous  pro- 
vision for  the  disposition  of  the  sick  and  wounded  who  may  be 
found  therein. 

Art.  VIII.  The  protection  accorded  to  hospital-ships  and  to  the 
sick-bays  of  vessels-of-war  ceases  if  they  are  used  to  commit  acts 
injurious  to  the  enemy.  The  fact  that  the  personnel  of  these  ships 
is  armed  for  the  maintenance  of  order  and  the  defence  of  the  sick 
and  wounded,  as  weU  as  the  fact  of  the  presence  on  board  of  radio- 
telegraphic  apparatus,  is  not  considered  as  being  of  a  nature  to 
justify  the  withdrawal  of  such  protection. 

Art.  IX.  Belligerents  may  appeal  to  the  charitable  zeal  of  the 
captains  of  merchant  vessels,  yachts,  or  neutral  craft,  to  take  on 
board  and  care  for  the  sick  and  wounded.  The  vessels  which  shall 
have  responded  to  this  appeal,  as  well  as  those  who  shall  have 
voluntarily  received  on  bdard  the  sick,  woimded,  or  the  ship- 
wrecked, shall  enjoy  a  special  protection  and  defined  immtmities. 
In  no  case  can  they  be  captured  because  of  the  fact  of  such  trans- 
port ;  but,  save  for  promises  which  may  have  been  made  to  them, 
they  remain  liable  to  capture  for  any  violations  of  neutrality  that 
they  have  committed. 

Art.  X.  The  medical,  religious,  and  charitable  personnel  of  all 
captured  vessels  are  inviolable,  and  cannot  be  made  prisoners  of 
war.  On  quitting  the  ship,  they  carry  away  with  them  the  surgi- 
cal instruments  and  articles  which  are  their  private  property. 

Art.  XI.  Soldiers  and  sailors  taken  on  board,  and  other  persons 
officially  attached  to  armies  and  navies,  who  are  sick  or  wounded, 
shall  be  respected  and  cared  for  by  their  captors  without  distinc- 
tion of  nationality. 

Art.  XII.  Any  belligerent  war- vessel  may  demand  the  delivery 
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of  the  sick,  wottnded,  or  shipwrecked  who  are  on  board  the  mili- 
tary hospital  ships,  relief  ships  of  charitable  associations  or  private 
individuals,  commercial  vessels,  yachts,  and  other  craft,  whatever 
may  be  their  nationality. 

Art.  XIII.  If  the  sick,  wounded,  or  shipwrecked  are  received 
on  board  a  neutral  ship-of-war,  meadtu^es  should  be  taken  to  see 
that  they  cannot  again  take  part  in  the  operations  of  war. 

Art.  XIV.  The  sick,  woimded,  and  shipwrecked  of  one  belliger- 
ent who  fall  into  the  power  of  the  other  become  prisoners  of  war. 
It  is  for  the  latter  to  decide,  accdrding  to  the  circtmistances, 
whether  he  will  hold  them,  send  them  to  a  port  of  his  country,  to 
a  neutral  port,  or  even  to  a  port  of  the  adversary.  In  the  last  case, 
persons  so  rettimed  to  their  own  country  cannot  serve  during  the 
period  of  the  war. 

Art.  XV.  The  sick,  wounded,  and  shipwrecked  who  are  landed 
at  a  neutral  port,  with  the  consent  of  the  local  attthority,  unless 
there  be  a  contrary  arrangement  between  the  neutral  and  bellig- 
erent states,  shall  be  subjected  by  the  neutral  state  to  such  meas- 
ures of  detention  that  they  cannot  again  take  part  in  the  opera- 
tions of  war.  The  cost  of  hospitalization  and  treatment  shall  be 
paid  by  the  state  to  which  such  wounded  and  shipwrecked  persons 
belong. 

Art.  XVI.  After  each  engagement  both  belligerents,  as  far  as 
circumstances  will  permit,  will  take  measiues  to  search  for  the  sick, 
woimded,  and  shipwrecked/ and  to  protect  them,  as  well  as  the 
dead,  against  pillage  and  ill-treatment.  They  will  see  that  burial 
on  land  or  in  the  sea,  or  the  incineration  of  the  dead,  is  first  pre- 
ceded by  careful  examination  of  the  bodies. 

Art.  XVII.  Each  belligerent  will  send,  as  far  as  possible,  to  the 
authorities  of  their  own  cotmtry,  or  to  their  army  or  navy,  the 
military  marks  or  badges  of  identity  found  upon  the  bodies  of  the 
dead,  together  with  a  list  of  the  names  of  the  sick  or  woimded 
collected  by  him.  Belligerents  will  keep  each  other  currently  in- 
formed of  the  internments  and  changes,  as  well  as  of  the  admissions 
to  hospitals  and  deaths  which  may  occtu*  among  the  sick  and 
wounded  in  their  power.  They  will  collect  all  objects  of  personal 
use,  valuables,  letters,  etc.,  etc.,  who  are  found  in  captured  vessels, 
or  are  left  by  the  sick  and  woimded  who  have  died  in  hospital, 
with  a  view  to  cause  them  to  be  transmitted  to  interested  persons, 
through  the  authorities  of  their  own  country. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  rules  contained  in  the  foregoing  Articles  are 
only  obligatory  as  between  the  Contracting  Powers  in  case  of  war 
betw^n  tWQ  'QV  Wior?  9i  th^m,     Said  rules  cease  to  be  obligatory 
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when,  in  a  war  between  the  Contracting  Powers,  a  non-Contracting 
Power  joins  one  of  the  belligerents. 

Art.  XIX.  Commanders-in-chief  of  the  belligerent  fleets  shall 
have  power  to  provide  for  the  details  of  execution  of  the  preceding 
articles,  as  well  as  for  cases  not  provided  for,  in  accordance  with 
the  instructions  of  their  respective  governments  and  in  conformity 
to  the  general  principles  of  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XX.  The  Signatory  Powers  shall  take  the  necessary  meas- 
ures to  acquaint  their  naval  forces,  and  especially  the  protected 
personnel,  as  to  the  requirements  of  the  present  Convention,  and 
make  them  known  to  the  people  at  large. 

Art.  XXI.  The  Signatory  Powers  equally  agree  to  take,  or  to 
propose  to  their  legislatxues,  in  case  of  insufficiency  of  their  penal 
laws,  the  meastu'es  necessary  to  repress,  in  time  of  war,  individual 
acts  of  pillage  and  ill-treatment  toward  the  sick  and  wounded  of 
naval  forces,  as  well  as  to  punish,  as  usurpations  of  military  in- 
signia, the  wrongftil  use  of  the  flag  or  of  distinctive  signs  pre- 
scribed in  Article  V.  by  ships  not  protected  by  the  present  Con- 
vention. They  will  commimicate  to  each  other,  through  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  Netherlands,  the  measures  taken  with  a  view  to 
such  repression,  at  the  latest,  within  five  years  from  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XXII.  In  case  of  war-like  operations  between  the  land  and 
naval  forces  of  belligerents,  the  requirements  of  the  present  Con- 
vention shall  only  be  applicable  to  the  forces  embarked.' 

Art.  XXV.  The  present  Convention,  duly  ratified,  shall  replace 
the  Convention  of  July  29,  1899,  in  the  relations  between  the  con- 
tracting states. 

The  Convention  of  1899  remains  in  force  in  the  relations  between 
the  Powers  who  have  not  signed  and  who  shall  not  equally  ratify 
the  present  Convention. 

No.  II 

CONVENTION  IMPOSING  CERTAIN  RESTRICTIONS  UPON 
THE  RIGHT  OP  CAPTURE  IN  MARITIME  WARFARE 

Recognizing  the  necessity  of  more  effectively  insuring  than 
hitherto  the  equitable  application  of  law  to  the  international  rela- 
tions of  Maritime  Powers  in  time  of  war;  considering  that,  for  this 
ptirpose,  it  is  expedient,  in  giving  up  or,  if  necessary,  in  harmoniz- 

>  For  ratification  and  denunciation  clAuaes,  see  Convention  for  CoUection  g{  Coo- 
trKtual  Debts,  p.  569  ante. 
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ing  for  the  common  interest  certain  conflicting  practices  of  long 
standing,  to  commence  codifying  in  regulations  of  general  appli- 
cation the  guarantees  due  to  peaceful  commerce  and  legitimate 
business,  as  well  as  to  the  conduct  of  hostilities  by  sea;  that  it  is 
expedient  to  lay  down  in  written  mutual  engagements  the  prin- 
ciples which  have  hitherto  remained  in  the  tmcertain  domain  of 
controversy  or  have  been  left  to  the  discretion  of  governments; 
that,  from  henceforth,  a  certain  number  of  rules  may  be  made, 
without  affecting  the  common  law  now  in  force  with  regard  to  the 
matters  which  have  not  been  provided  for — 

Have  appointed  the  following  as  their  plenipotentiaries: 


Who,  after  having  deposited  their  full  powers,  found  in  good 
and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  provisions: 

Chapter  1 — Postal  Correspondence 

Article  I.  The  postal  correspondence  of  neutrals  or  belligerents, 
whatever  its  official  or  private  character  may  be,  fotmd  on  the 
high  seas  on  board  a  neutral  or  enemy  ship,  is  inviolable.  If  the 
ship  is  detained,  the  correspondence  is  forwarded  by  the  captor 
with  the  least  possible  delay.  The  provisions  of  the  preceding 
paragraph  do  not  apply,  in  case  of  violation  of  blockade,  to  cor- 
respondence destined  for  or  proceeding  from  a  blockaded  port. 

Art.  II.  The  inviolability  of  postal  correspondence  does  not 
exempt  a  neutral  mail-ship  from  the  laws  and  customs  of  mari- 
time war  applying  to  neutral  merchant  ships  in  general.  The 
ship,  however,  may  not  be  searched  except  when  absolutely  neces- 
sary, and  then  only  with  as  much  consideration  and  expedition  as 
possible. 

Chapter  II — ^The  Exemption  from  Capture  op  Certain  Vessels 

Art.  III.  Vessels  used  exclusively  for  fishing  along  the  coast, 
or  small  boats  employed  in  local  trade,  are  exempt  from  capture, 
as  well  as  their  appliances,  rigging,  tackle,  and  cargo.  They  cease 
to  be  exempt  as  soon  as  they  take  any  part  whatever  in  hostilities. 
The  Contracting  Powers  agree  not  to  take  advantage  of  the  harm- 
less character  of  the  said  vessels  in  order  to  use  them  for  military 
purposes  while  preserving  their  peaceful  appearance. 

Art.  IV.  Vessels  charged  with  religious,  scientific,  or  philan- 
thropic missions  are  likewise  exempt  from  capture. 
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Chapter  III — Regulations  Regarding  the  Crews  op  Enemy 
Merchant  Ships  Captured  by  a  Belligerent 

Art.  V.  When  an  enemy  merchant  ship  is  captured  bty  a  bellig- 
erent, such  of  its  crew  as  are  nationals  of  a  neutral  state  are  not 
made  prisoners  of  war.  The  same  rule  applies  in  the  case  of  the 
captain  and  officers,  likewise  nationals  of  a  neutral  state,  if  they 
promise  formally  in  writing  not  to  serve  on  an  enemy  ship  while 
the  war  lasts. 

Art.  VI.  The  captain,  officers,  and  members  of  the  crew,  when 
nationals  of  the  enemy  state,  are  not  made  prisoners  of  war,  on 
condition  that  they  make  a  formal  promise  in  writing  not  to 
undertake,  while  hostilities  last,  any  service  connected  with  the 
operations  of  the  war. 

Art.  VII.  The  names  of  the  persons  retaining  their  liberty  tmder 
the  conditions  laid  down  in  Article  V.  and  in  Article  VI.  are 
commtmicated  by  the  belligerent  captor  to  the  other  bellig> 
erent.  The  latter  is  forbidden  knowingly  to  employ  the  said 
persons. 

Art.  VIII.  The  provisions  of  the  three  preceding  Articles  do  not 
apply  to  ships  taking  part  in  the  hostilities. 

No.    12 

CONVENTION   PROVIDING    FOR   THE   ESTABLISHMENT 
OF  AN  INTERNATIONAL  J^RIZE-COURT 

Animated  by  the  desire  to  settle  in  an  equitable  manner  the  dif- 
ferences which  arise  during  maritime  warfare  in  connection  with 
the  decisions  of  National  Prize-Courts; 

Considering  that,  if  these  tribtmals  are  to  continue  to  exercise 
their  functions  in  the  manner  prescribed  in  their  legislation,  it  is 
desirable  that,  in  certain  cases,  an  appeal  should  be  provided  with 
a  view  to  harmonize,  in  the  fullest  possible  measures,  the  public 
and  private  interests  which  are  involved  in  all  prize  cases ; 

And  whereas,  the  establishment  of  an  International  Coiut,  the 
jurisdiction  and  procedure  of  which  shall  be  carefully  provided  for, 
appears  to  be  the  best  means  of  attaining  that  end;    . 

Persuaded,  finally,  that  in  this  way  the  rigorous  consequences 
of  maritime  warfare  may  be  diminished,  that  in  particular  the 
amicable  relations  of  belligerents  and  neutrals  will  be  more  easily 
maintained,  and  that  the  preservation  of  peace  shall  thus  be  better 
assured,  etc.,  etc. 
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Title   I — General  Provisions 

Article  I.  The  validity  of  the  capture  of  a  merchant  vessel  or 
its  cargo,  if  neutral  or-enemy  property  be  at  stake,  is  established 
before  a  prize  jurisdiction  in  conformity  to  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  II.  Prize  jurisdiction  is  exercised  in  the  first  instance  by 
the  prize-courts  of  the  belligerent  captor.  The  decisions  of  these 
tribunals  are  rendered  in  open  court,  or  are  notified,  officially,  to 
the  neutral  or  enemy  parties. 

Art.  III.  The  decisions  of  the  National  Prize-Courts  may  be 
made  the  subject  of  appeal  to  an  International  Prize-Court — 

(i)  When  the  decision  of  the  National  Court  concerns  the  prop- 
erty of  a  neutral  Power  or  of  a  neutral  individual. 

(2)  When  said  decision  concerns  enemy  property,  and  relates  to — 

(a.)  Merchandise  on  board  a  neutral  ship.     , 

(6.)  Of  an  enemy  ship  captured  in  the  territorial  waters  of  a 
neutral  Power,  in  a  case  in  which  that  Power  has  not  made  such 
capture  the  subject  of  a  diplomatic  demand. 

(c.)  Of  a  demand  based  upon  the  allegation  that  the  capture 
has  been  effected  in  violation  either  of  a  treaty  stipulation  in 
force  between  the  belligerent  Powers  or  of  a  legal  enactment  of 
the  belligerent  captor. 

The  appeal  against  the  judgment  of  the  courts  may  be  based  upon 
the  ground  that  such  decision  cannot  be  justified  either  in  fact  or 
in  law. 

Art.  IV.  The  appeal  may  be  taken — 

(i)  By  a  neutral  Power,  if  the  decision  of  the  National  Court 
has  condemned  its  property  or  that  of  persons  subject  to  its  juris- 
diction (Article  III.,  paragraph  i),  or  if  it  be  cdleged  that  the 
capture  of  an  enemy's  ship  has  been  effected  in  the  territorial 
waters  of  such  Power. 

(2)  By  a  neutral  individual,  if  the  judgment  of  the  National 
Court  has  condemned  his  property  (Article  III.,  paragraph  i); 
subject  always  to  the  reserve  that  the  Power  under  whom  he 
claims  may  deny  him  access  to  the  court,  when  there  is  a  qtiestion 
of  acting  itself  in  his  place  and  his  stead. 

(3)  By  an  individual  claiming  under  the  enemy,  if  the  judgment 
of  the  National  Court  has  condemned  his  property,  under  the  con- 
ditions foreseen  in  Article  III.,  paragraph  2,  except  in  the  case  pro- 
vided for  in  paragraph  (6). 

Art.  V.  The  appeal  may  also  be  taken,  under  the  same  condi- 
tions as  in  the  preceding  Article,  by  the  neutral  or  enemy  assignees 
of  the  enemy  individual  to  whom  the  appeal  is  allowed,  and  who 
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have  intervened  before  the  National  Tribtmal.  These  assignees 
can  exercise  the  right  of  appeal  individually,  in  proportion  to  the 
extent  of  their  interests. 

The  same  rule  applies  to  a  neutral  or  enemy  assignee  of  the  neu- 
tral Power  whose  property  is  concerned. 

Art.  VI.  When,  in  conformity  with  Article  III.  above,  the  Inter- 
national Court  is  competent,  the  right  of  jurisdiction  of  the  National 
Courts  cannot  be  exercised  beyond  two  appeals.  It  is  for  the 
belligerent  captor  to  decide  whether  an  appeal  may  be  taken  after 
a  decision  has  been  rendered  by  the  court  of  first  instance,  or  only 
after  a  judgment  has  been  rendered  in  appeal  or  in  error.  If  the 
Natiomd  Courts  have  not  rendered  a  definite  judgment  within  two 
years,  reckoning  from  the  date  of  capture,  the  court  can  take 
original  jurisdiction. 

Art.  VII.  If  the  right  to  determine  the  case  is  provided  for  in 
a  convention  in  force  between  the  belligerent  captor  and  Power 
which  is  itself  a  litigant  party,  or  if  a  person  subject  to  his  juris- 
diction is  a  party  to  the  controversy,  the  court  will  conform  to  the 
requirements  of  such  convention.  In  default  of  such  stipulations, 
the  cotui;  applies  the  Rules  of  International  Law.  If  generally  rec- 
ognized rules  do  not  exist,  the  court  decides  in  accordance  with  the 
general  principles  of  justice  and  equity.  The  foregoing  require- 
ments are  equally  applicable  in  respect  to  the  order  of  proofs,  as 
well  as  in  the  methods  of  procedtire  which  may  be  employed. 

If,  in  conformity  to  Article  III.,  paragraph  2  (c),  the  appeal  is 
based  upon  the  violation  of  a  legal  enactment,  regularly  adopted 
by  the  belligerent  captor,  the  court  applies  that  enactment.  The 
court  may  not  regard  failiu^  to  conform  to  the  procediuie  imposed 
by  the  legislation  of  the  belligerent  captor  in  a  case  in  which  it  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  consequences  are  contrary  to  justice  and 
equity. 

Art.  VIII.  If  the  court  decrees  the  validity  of  the  capture  of  the 
ship  or  cargo,  it  will  dispose  of  it  in  conformity  to  the  laws  of  the 
belligerent  captor.  If  the  capttire  is  declared  tmlawful,  the  court 
will  order  the  restoration  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  and  will  fix,  if 
there  is  occasion,  the  amount  of  the  damages.  If  the  ship  or  cargo 
has  been  sold  or  destroyed,  the  court  determines  the  amount  of 
the  indemnity  to  be  allowed  to  the  principal  or  proprietor.  If  the 
capture  had  been  adjudged  invalid  by  the  National  Court,  it  is 
only  called  upon  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  damages  or  interest. 

Art.  IX.  The  Contracting  Powers  pledge  themselves  to  submit, 
in  good  faith,  to  the  decisions  of  the  International  Prize-Courts, 
and  to  execute  them  with  the  least  possible  delay. 
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TiTLB  II — Organization  op  the  National  Prize-Court 

Art.  X.  The  National  Prize-Court  is  composed  of  judges  and 
associate  judges,  named  by  the  Contracting  Powers,  who  shall  all 
be  jurisconsults  of  recognized  ability  in  questions  of  international 
law,  and  enjoy  the  highest  moral  reputation.  The  appointment  of 
these  judges  and  assistants  shall  be  made  within  six  months  after 
the  ratification  of  this  Convention. 

Art.  XL  The  judges  and  assistants  are  appointed  for  a  period 
of  six  years,  beginning  from  the  date  upon  which  notice  of  their 
appointment  shall  have  been  received  by  the  Administrative 
Council  established  by  the  Convention  of  Pacific  Settlement  of 
International  Disputes  of  July  29,  1899.  Their  appointments  may 
be  renewed.  In  case  of  the  death  or  resignation  of  a  judge,  or 
assistant  judge,  his  replacement  is  provided  for  in  accordance  with 
the  method  fixed  for  his  appointment;  in  this  case  the  appoint- 
ment is  made  for  a  new  period  of  six  3^ars. 

Art.  XII.  The  judges  of  the  International  Prize-Court  are  upon 
a  footing  of  absolute  equality,  and  take  rank  from  the  date  on 
which  notification  of  their  appointments  was  received  (Article  I.-, 
paragraph  i),  and,  if  they  sit  in  succession  (Article  V.,  paragraph  2), 
from  the  date  of  entrance  upon  their  duties.  Precedence  belongs 
to  the  oldest  when  the  dates  of  appointment  are  the  same.  The 
assistant  judges  are  assimilated  in  the  exercise  of  their  functions 
to  the  principals.     They  always  take  rank  after  the  latter. 

Art.  XIII.  The  judges  enjoy  diplomatic  privileges  and  im- 
mtmities  in  the  exercise  of  their  functions  when  outside  of  their 
own  coimtries.  Before  taking  their  seats,  the  judges  should  take 
an  oath,  or  make  solemn  affirmation,  in  the  presence  of  the  Ad- 
ministrative Council,  to  perform  their  duties  impartially  and  con- 
scientiously. 

Art.  XIV.  The  court  is  composed  of  fifteen  judges ;  nine  judges 
constitute  the  necessary  quorum.  A  judge  who  is  absent,  or  pre- 
vented from  sitting,  is  replaced  by  an  assistant. 

Art.  XV.  Judges  appointed  by  the  following-named  Contracting 
Powers,  Germany,  United  States  of  America,  Austria-Hungary, 
France,  Great  Britain,  Italy,  Japan,  and  Rtissia,  will  sit  in  all 
cases. 

The  judges  and  assistants  appointed  by  the  other  Contracting 
Powers  sit  in  rotation,  in  accordance  with  the  Table  annexed  to 
this  Convention ;  their  fimctions  may  be  exercised  successively  by 
the  same  person.  The  same  judge  may  be  named  by  several  of 
the  said  Powers. 
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Art.  XVI.  If  a  belligerent  Power,  in  the  operation  of  the  rota- 
tion, has  no  judge  sitting  upon  the  court,  it  may  demand  that 
the  judge  appointed  by  it  may  take  part  in  all  cases  growing  out 
of  the  war.  In  this  case,  lot  determines  which  of  the  judges,  sit- 
ting by  authority  of  rotation,  shall  withdraw.  This  exclusion  does 
not  apply  to  the  judge  appointed  by  the  other  belligerent. 

Art.  XVII.  A  judge  cannot  sit,  in  any  capacity  whatever,  who 
shall  have  taken  part  in  the  decisions  of  the  National  Tribunal, 
or  shall  have  participated  at  the  trial  as  attorney  or  counsellor  for 
a  party.  No  judge,  counsel,  or  assistant  may  appear  as  agent 
or  advocate  before  the  National  Prize-Cotirt,  nor  act  there  for  a 
party  in  any  capacity  whatever  during  his  period  of  office. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  belligerent  captor  has  a  right  to  designate  a 
naval  officer  of  high  rank  who  shall  sit  in  the  capacity  of  assessor 
with  advisory  power.  The  same  privilege  belongs  to  a  neutral 
Power  which  is  itself  a  litigant,  or  to  the  Power  to  whose  juris- 
diction a  party  to  the  litigation  is  subject.  If  in  the  application 
of  the  last-named  requirement  there  are  several  interested  Powers* 
they  shall  agree,  if  need  be  by  lot,  upon  the  officer  to  be  desig- 
nated. 

Art.  XIX.  The  court  elects  its  President  and  Vice-President  by 
an  absolute  majority  of  the  votes  cast;  after  two  ballots  have 
been  cast,  the  election  is  made  by  a  relative  majority ;  and  in  case 
of  an  equality  of  votes,  is  decided  by  lot. 

Art.  XX.  The  judges  on  the  International  Prize-Court  are  en- 
titled to  travelling  allowances  in  accordance  with  the  regulations 
in  force  in  their  own  cotmtry,  and  in  addition  receive,  while  the 
court  is  sitting,  or  while  they  are  carrying  out  duties  conferred 
upon  them  by  the  court,  a  sum  of  one  hundred  Netherland  florins 
per  diem.  These  payments  are  included  in  the  general  expenses 
of  the  court  dealt  with  in  Article  XLVII.,  and  are  paid  through 
the  International  Bureau  established  by  the  Convention  of  July  29, 
1899.  The  judges  may  not  receive  from  their  own  government 
or  from  that  of  any  other  Power  any  remuneration  in  their  ca- 
pacity of  members  of  the  cotirt. 

Art.  XXI.  The  seat  of  the  International  Prize-Court  is  at  The 
Hag^e,  and  it  cannot,  except  in  the  case  of  force  majeure ^  be  trans- 
ferred elsewhere  without  the  consent  of  the  belligerents. 

Art.  XXII.  The  Administrative  Council  fulfils,  with  regard  to 
the  International  Prize-Court,  the  same  functions  as  to  the  Per- 
manent Court  of  Arbitration,  but  only  representatives  of  Contract- 
ing Powers  will  be  members  of  it. 

Art.  XXIII.  The  International  Bureau  acts  as  registry  to  the 


APPENDIX  B  577 

International  Prize-Court,  and  mttst  place  its  offices  and  staff  at 
the  disposal  of  the  court.  It  has  charge  of  the  archives  and  carries 
out  the  administrative  work.  The  Secretary-General  of  the  Inter- 
national Bureau  acts  as  registrar.  The  necessary  secretaries  to 
assist  the  registrar,  translators,  and  shorthand  writers  are  ap- 
pointed and  sworn  in  by  the  court. 

Art.  XXIV.  The  court  determines  what  language  it  will  itself 
use  and  what  languages  may  be  used  before  it,  but  the  official 
language  of  the  National  Courts  which  have  had  cognizance  of  the 
case  may  always  be  used  before  the  court. 

Art.  XXV.  Powers  which  are  concerned  in  a  case  may  appoint 
special  agents  to  act  as  intermediaries  between  themselves  and 
the  court.  They  may  also  engage  counsel  or  advocates  to  defend 
their  rights  and  interests. 

Art.  XXVI.  A  private  person  concerned  in  a  case  will  be  repre- 
sented before  the  cottrt  by  an  attorney,  who  must  be  either  an 
advocate  qualified  to  plead  before  a  Coiui;  of  Appeal,  or  a  high 
court  of  one  of  the  contracting  states,  or  a  lawyer  practising 
before  a  similar  coiut,  or,  lastly,  a  professor  of  law  at  one  of  the 
higher  teaching  centres  of  those  countries. 

Art.  XXVII.  For  all  notices  to  be  served,  in  particular  on  the 
parties,  witnesses,  or  experts,  the  cotirt  may  apply  direct  io  the 
government  of  the  state  on  whose  territory  the  service  is  to  be 
carried  out.  The  same  rule  applies  m  the  case  of  steps  being 
taken  to  procure  evidence.  The  requests  for  this  purpose  are  to 
be  executed  so  far  as  the  means  at  the  disposal  of  the  Power  ap- 
plied to  under  its  municipal  law  allow.  They  cannot  be  rejected 
unless  the  Power  in  question  considers  them  calculated  to  impair 
its  sovereign  rights  or  its  safety.  If  the  request  is  complied  with, 
the  fees  chai^ged  must  only  comprise  the  expenses  actually  incurred. 
The  court  is  equally  entitled  to  act  through  the  Power  in  whose 
territory  it  sits.  Notices  to  be  given  to  parties  in  the  place  where 
the  court  sits  may  be  served  through  the  International  Btuieau. 

Title   III — Procedure   in   the   International   Prize -Court 

Art.  XXVIII.  An  appeal  to  the  International  Prize-Court  is  en- 
tered by  means  of  a  written  declaration  made  in  the  National 
Court,  which  has  already  dealt  with  the  case  or  addressed  to  the 
International  Bureau ;  in  the  latter  case  the  appeal  can  be  entered 
by  telegram.  The  period  within  which  the  appeal  mtist  be  entered 
is  fixed  at  one  hundred  and  twenty  days,  counting  from  the  day 
tb^  4e9ision  j§  4^liv^r^  pr  notified  (Article  II.,  paragraph  2), 
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Art.  XXIX«  If  the  notice  of  appeal  is  entered  in  the  National 
Court,  this  court,  without  considering  the  question  whether  the 
appeal  was  entered  in  due  time,  will  transmit  within  seven  days 
the  record  of  the  case  to  the  International  Bureau.  If  the  notice 
of  appeal  is  sent  to  the  International  Bureau,  the  bureau  will 
immediately  inform  the  National  Court,  when  possible  by  tele- 
graph. The  latter  will  transmit  the  record  as  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided. When  the  appeal  is  brought  by  a  neutral  individual,  the 
International  Btireau  at  once  informs  by  telegraph  the  in- 
dividual's government,  in  order  to  enable  it  to  enforce  the  rights 
it  enjoys  under  Article  IV. 

Art.  XXX.  In  the  case  provided  for  in  Article  VI.,  paragraph  d, 
thd  notice  of  appeal  can  be  addressed  to  the  International  Bureau 
only.  It  must  be  entered  within  thirty  days  of  the  expiration  of 
the  period  of  two  years. 

Art.  XXXI.  If  the  appellant  does  not  enter  his  appeal  within 
the  period  laid  down  in  Articles  XXVIII.  or  XXX.,  it  shall  be  re- 
jected without  discussion.  Provided  that  he  can  show  that  he 
was  prevented  from  so  doing  by  force  majeure,  and  that  the  ap- 
peal was  entered  within  sixty  days  after  the  circiimstances  which 
prevented  him  entering  it  before  it  had  ceased  to  operate,  the 
court  can,  after  hearing  the  respondent,  grant  relief  from  the  efiEect 
of  the  above  provision. 

Art.  XXXII.  If  the  appeal  is  entered  in  time,  a  certified  copy 
of  the  notice  of  app)eal  is  forthwith  officially  transmitted  by  the 
cotut  to  the  respondent. 

Art.  XXXIII.  If,  in  addition  to  the  Parties  who  are  before  the 
court,  there  are  other  Parties  concerned  who  are  entitled  to  ap- 
peal, or  if,  in  the  case  referred  to  in  Article  XXIX.,  the  govern- 
ment who  has  received  notice  of  an  appeal  has  not  announced 
its  decision,  the  court  will  await  before  dealing  with  the  case 
the  expiration  of  the  period  laid  down  in  Articles  XXVIII. 
or  XXX. 

Art.  XXXIV.  The  procedure  before  the  International  Coiul  in- 
cludes two  distinct  parts:  the  written  pleadings  and  oral  'dis- 
cussions. The  written  pleadings  consist  of  the  deposit  and  ex- 
change of  cases,  counter-cases,  and,  ii  necessary,  of  replies,  of 
which  the  order  is  fixed  by  the  court,  as  also  the  periods  within 
which  they  must  be  delivered.  The  Parties  annex  thereto  aU 
papers  and  documents  of  which  they  intend  to  make  use.  A  cer- 
tified copy  of  every  dociunent  produced  by  one  Party  must  be 
commtmicated  to  the  other  Party  through  the  medium  of  the 
court. 
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Art.  XXXV.  After  the  close  of  the  pleadings  a  public  sitting  is 
held  on  a  day  fixed  by  the  court.  At  this  sitting  the  Parties  state 
their  view  of  the  case,  both  as  to  the  law  and  as  to  the  facts.  The 
court  may,  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings,  suspend  speeches  of 
counsel,  either  at  the  request  of  one  of  the  Parties  or  on  their  own 
initiative,  in  order  that  supplementary  evidence  may  be  obtained. 

Art.  XXXVI.  The  International  Court  may  order  the  supple- 
mentary evidence  to  be  taken  either  in  the  manner  provided  by 
Article  XXVII.,  or  be  ore  itself  or  one  or  more  of  the  members  of 
the  court,  provided  that  this  can  be  done  without  resort  to  com- 
pulsion or  the  use  of  threats.  If  steps  are  to  be  taken  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  evidence  by  members  of  the  court  outside  the 
territory  where  it  is  sitting,  the  consent  of  the  foreign  government 
must  be  obtained. 

Art.  XXXVII.  The  Parties  are  summoned  to  take  part  in  all 
stages  of  the  proceedings  and  receive  certified  copies  of  the  minutes. 

Art.  XXXVIII.  The  discussions  are  under  the  control  of  the 
President  or  Vice-President,  or.  in  case  they  are  absent  or  cannot 
act,  of  the  senior  judge  present.  The  judge  appointed  by  a  bellig- 
erent party  cannot  preside. 

Art.  XXXIX.  The  discussions  take  place  in  public,  subject  to 
the  right  of  a  government  who  is  a  party  to  the  case  to  demand 
that  they  be  held  in  private.  Minutes  are  taken  of  these  dis- 
cussions and  signed  by  the  President  and  Registrar,  and  these 
minutes  alone  have  an  authentic  character. 

Art.  XL.  If  a  party  does  not  appear,  despite  the  fact  that  he 
has  been  duly  cited,  or  if  a  party  fails  to  comply  with  some  step 
within  the  period  fixed  by  the  court,  the  case  proceeds  without 
that  party,  and  the  court  gives  judgment  in  accordance  with  the 
material  at  its  disposal. 

Art?  XLI.  The  court  officially  notifies  to  the  Parties  decrees 
or  decisions  made  in  their  absence. 

Art.  XLI  I.  The  court  takes  into  consideration  in  arriving  at 
its  decision  all  the  facts,  evidence,  and  oral  statements. 

Art.  XLIII.  The  court  considers  its  decision  in  private,  and 
the  proceedings  are  secret.  All  questions  are  decided  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  judges  present.  If  the  number  of  judges  is  even 
dnd  equally  divided,  the  vote  of  the  junior  judge  in  the  order  of 
precedence  laid  down  in  Article  XII.  is  not  counted. 

Art.  XLIV.  The  judgment  of  the  court  must  give  the  reasons  on 
which  it  is  based.  It  contains  the  names  of  the  judges  taking 
part  in  it,  and  also  of  the  assessors,  if  any;  it  is  signed  by  the 
President  and  Registrar. 
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Art.  XLV.  The  sentence  is  pronounced  in  public  sitting,  the 
Parties  concerned  being  present  or  duly  summoned  to  attend; 
the  sentence  is  officially  communicated  to  the  Parties.  When 
this  communication  has  been  made,  the  court  transmits  to  the 
National  Prize-Court  the  record  of  the  case,  together  with  copies 
of  the  various  decisions  arrived  at  and  of  the  minutes  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

Art.  XLVI.  Each  Party  pays  its  own  costs.  The  Party  against 
whom  the  court  decides  bears,  in  addition,  the  costs  of  the  trial, 
and  also  pays  one  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  the  subject-matter  of 
the  case  as  a  contribution  to  the  general  expenses  of  the  Inter- 
national Court.  The  amount  of  these  payments  is  fixed  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court.  If  the  appeal  is  brought  by  an  individ- 
ual, he  will  furnish  the  International  Bureau  with  security  to  an 
amount  fixed  by  the  court,  for  the  purpose  of  guaranteeing  event- 
ual fulfilment  of  the  two  obligations  mentioned  in  this  paragraph. 
The  court  is  entitled  to  postpone  the  opening  of  the  proceedings 
until  the  security  has  been  furnished. 

Art.  XLVI  I.  The  general  expenses  of  the  International  Prize- 
Court  are  borne  by  the  Contracting  Powers  in  proportion  to  their 
share  in  the  composition  of  the  court  as  laid  down  in  Article  XV. 
and  in  the  annexed  Table.  The  appointment  of  deputy  judges 
does  not  involve  any  contribution.  The  Administrative  GDuncil 
applies  to  the  Powers  for  the  funds  requisite  for  the  working  of 
the  court. 

Art.  XLVI II.  When  the  court  is  not  sitting  the  duties  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  Article  XXXII..  Article  XXXIV.,  Article 
XXXV.,  and  Article  XLVI.  are  discharged  by  a  delegation  of 
three  judges  appointed  by  the  court.  This  delegation  decides  by 
a  majority  of  votes. 

Art.  XLIX.  The  court  itself  draws  up  its  own  rules  of  pro- 
cedure, which  must  be  commimicated  to  the  Contracting  Powers. 
It  will  meet  to  elaborate  these  rules  within  a  year  of  the  ratifica- 
tion of  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  L.  The  court  may  propose  modifications  in  the  provisions 
of  the  present  Convention  concerning  procedure.  These  prop>osals 
are  communicated,  through  the  medium  of  the  Government  of 
the  Netherlands,  to  the  Contracting  Powers,  which  will  consider 
together  as  to  the  measures  to  be  taken. 

Title  IV — Final  Provisions 

Art.  LI.  The  present  Convention  does  not  apply  as  of  right  ex- 
cept when  the  belligerent  Powers  are  all  parties  to  the  Convention. 
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It  is  further  tmderstood  that  an  appeal  to  the  International  Prize- 
Court  can  only  be  brought  by  a  Contracting  Power  or  the  subject 
or  citizen  of  a  Contracting  Power.  In  the  cases  mentioned  in 
Article  V.  the  appeal  is  only  admitted  when  both  the  owner  and 
the  person  entitled  to  represent  him  are  equally  Contracting  Pow- 
ers or  the  subjects  or  citizens  of  Contracting  Powers. 

Art.  LII.  The  present  Convention  shall  be  ratified  and  the 
ratifications  shall  be  deposited  at  The  ^ague  as  soon  as  all  the 
Powers  mentioned  in  Article  XV.  and  in  the  Table  annexed  are 
in  a  position  to  do  so.  The  deposit  of  the  ratifications  shall  take 
place,  in  any  case,  on  the  30th  of  June,  1909,  if  the  Powers  which 
are  ready  to  ratify  furnish  nine  Judges  and  nine  deputy  judges 
to  the  court,  qualified  to  validly  constitute  a  court.  If  not,  the 
deposit  shall  be  postponed  until  this  condition  is  fulfilled.  A 
minute  of  the  deposit  of  {"atifications  sh^l  be  drawn  up.  of  which 
a  certified  copy  shall  be  forwarded,  thrqugh  the  diplomatic  chan- 
nel, to  each  of  the  Powers  hereinbefore  referred  to. 

Art.  LI  1 1.  The  Powers  referred  to  in  Article  XV.  and  in  the 
Table  annexed  are  entitled  to  sign  the  present  Convention  up  to 
the  deposit  of  the  ratifications  contemplated  in  the  preceding 
Article.  After  this  deposit,  they  can  at  any  time  adhere  to  it. 
purely  and  simply.  A  power  wishing  to  adhere  notifies  its  in- 
tention in  writing  to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  trans- 
mitting to  it,  at  the  same  time,  the  Act  of  adhesion,  which  shall 
be  deposited  in  the  archives  of  the  said  government.  The  latter 
shall  send,  through  the  diplomatic  channel,  a  certified  copy  of  the 
notification  and  of  the  Act  of  adhesion  to  all  the  Powers  referred 
to  in  this  paragraph,  informing  them  of  the  date  on  which  it 
has  received  the  notification. 

Art.  LIV.  The  present  Convention  shall  come  into  force  six 
months  from  the  deposit  of  the  ratifications  contemplated  in 
Article  LII.  The  adhesions  shall  take  effect  sixty  da3rs  after 
notification  of  such  adhesion  has  been  received  by  the  Govern- 
ment of  the  Netherlands,  or  as  soon  as  possible  on  the  expiration 
of  the  period  contemplated  in  the  preceding  paragraph.  The 
International  Coiut  shall,  however,  have  jurisdiction  to  deal 
with  prize  cases  decided  by  the  National  Cotuts  at  any  time  after 
the  deposit  of  the  ratifications  or  of  the  receipt  of  the  notifica- 
tion of  the  adhesions.  In  such  cases,  the  period  fixed  in  Article 
XXVIII.  shall  only  be  reckoned  from  the  date  when  the  Con- 
vention comes  into  force  as  regards  a  power  which  has  ratified 
or  adhered. 

Art.  LV.  The  present  Convention  shall  remain  in  force  for  twelve 
38 
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years  from  the  time  it  comes  into  force,  as  determined  by  Article 
LI  v..  even  in  the  case  of  Powers  which  adhere  subsequently. 
It  shall  be  renewed  tacitly  from  six  years  to  six  years  unless 
denovmced.  Denunciation  must  be  notified  in  writing,  at  least 
one  year  before  the  expiration  of  each  of  the  periods  mentioned 
in  this  paragraph,  to  the  Government  of  the  Netherlands,  which 
will  inform  all  other  Contracting  Powers.  Denunciation  shall 
only  take  effect  in  regard  to  the  Power  which  has  notified  it. 
The  Convention  shall  remain  in  force  in  the  case  of  the  other 
Contracting  Powers,  provided  that  their  participation  in  the  ap* 
.pointment  of  judges  is  sufficient  to  allow  of  the  composition  of  the 
coiut  with  nine  judges  and  nine  deputy  judges. 

Art.  LVI.  In  case  the  present  Convention  is  not  in  operation  as 
regards  all  the  Powers  referred  to  in  Article  XV.  and  the  annexed 
Table,  the  Administrative  Council  shall  draw  up  a  list  on  the  lines 
of  that  Article  and  Table  of  the  judges  and  deputy  judges  through 
whom  the  Contracting  Powers  will  share  in  the  composition  of  the 
court.  The  times  allotted  by  the  said  Table  to  judges  who  are 
summoned  to  sit  in  rota  will  be  redistributed  between  the  different 
years  of  the  six-year  period  in  such  a  way  that,  as  far  as  possible, 
the  ntimber  of  the  judges  of  the  court  in  each  year  shall  be  the 
same.  If  the  number  of  deputy  judges  is  greater  than  that  of 
the  judges,  the  number  of  the  latter  can  be  completed  by  deputy 
judges  chosen  by  lot  among  those  Powers  which  do  not  nominate 
a  judge.  The  list  drawn  up  in  this  way  by  the  Administrative 
Council  shall  be  notified  to  the  Contracting  Powers.  It  shall  be 
revised  when  the  number  of  these  Powers  is  modified  as  the  result 
of  adhesions  or  denunciations.  The  change  resulting  from  an  ad- 
hesion is  not  made  until  the  ist  of  January  after  the  date  on 
which  the  adhesion  takes  effect,  unless  the  adhering  Power  is  a 
belligerent  Power,  in  which  case  it  can  ask  to  be  at  once  repre- 
sented in  the  court,  the  provision  of  Article  XVI.  being,  more- 
over, applicable  if  necessary.  When  the  total  number  of  judges 
is  less  than  eleven,  seven  judges  form  a  quorum. 

Art.  LVI  I.  Two  years  before  the  expiration  of  each  period  re- 
ferred to  in  Article  LV.  any  Contracting  Power  can  demand 
a  modification  of  the  provisions  of  Article  XV.  and  of  the 
annexed  Table,  relative  to  its  participation  in  the  composition 
of  the  court.  The  demand  shall  be  addressed  to  the  Ad- 
ministrative Cotmcil,  which  will  examine  it  and  submit  to  all 
the  Powers  proposals  as  to  the  measures  to  be  adopted.  The 
Powers  shall  inform  the  Administrative  Council  of  their  decision 
with  the  least  possible  delay.     The  result  shall  be  at  once,  and 
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at  least  one  year  and  thirty  days  before  the  expiration  of  the  said 
period  of  two  years,  commtinicated  to  the  Power  which  made  the 
demand.  When  necessary,  the  modifications  adopted  by  the 
Powers  shall  come  into  force  from  the  commencement  of  the 
fresh  period. 


ANNEX  TO  ARTICLE  XV 

DISTRIBUTION  OP  JUDGES  AND  DEPUTY  JUDGES  BY  COUNTRIES   POR 
EACH   YEAR   OF   THE    PERIOD   OP   SIX   YEARS 


JUDOBS                          DBPUTY  JUDGES 

JUDGES 

DEPUTY   JUDGES 

First  Year 

Second  Year 

I 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

Argentina 

Colombia 

Spain 

Greece 

Norway 

Netherlands 

Turkey 

Paraguay 

Bolivia 

Spain 

Roumania 

Sweden 

Belgiimi 

Persia 

Argentina 

Spain 

Greece 

Norway 

Netherlands 

Turkey 

Uruguay 

Panama 

Spain 

Roumania 

Sweden 

Belgium 

Luxemburg 

Costa  Rica 

Third  Year 

Fourth  Year 

I 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

Brazil 

China 

Spain 

Netherlands 

Roumania 

Sweden 

Venezuela 

Santo  Domingo 

Turkey 

Portugal 

Switzerland 

Greece 

Denmark 

Haiti 

Brazil 

China 

Spain 

Peru 

Roumania 

Sweden 

Switzerland 

Guatemala 

Ttirkey 

Portugal 

Honduras 

Greece 

Denmark 

Netherlands 

Fifth  Year 

Sixth  Year 

I 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 

7 

Belgitun 

Bulgaria 

Chill 

Denmark 

Mexico 

Persia 

Portugal 

Netherlands 

Montenegro 

Nicaragua 

Norway 

Cuba 

China 

Spain 

Belgium 

Chili 

Denmark 

Mexico 

Portugal 

Servia 

Siam 

Netherlands 

Salvador 

Norway 

Ecuador 

Spain 

Bulgaria 

China 
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No.  13 

CONVENTION  CONCERNING  THE  RIGHTS  AND  DUTIES 
OF  NEUTRAL  POWERS  IN  MARITIME  WARFARE 

The  High  Contracting  Parties,  .  .  .  with  a  view  to  diminish  the 
divergent  opinions  which  still  exist  in  respect  to  the  relations  be- 
tween neutral  and  belligerent  I^owers  in  respect  to  maritime  war- 
fare, and  to  prevent  difficulties  to  which  such  divergencies  might 
give  rise; 

Considering  that,  if  an  agreement  cannot  be  reached  at  this 
time  in  respect  to  stipulations  covering  all  the  circumstances  which 
may  present  themselves  in  practice,  it  is  nevertheless  incontest- 
ably  taseful  to  establish,  as  fully  as  possible,  common  rules  in  the 
event  that  war  shotild  imfortunately  occxir; 

Considering  that,  in  cases  not  foreseen  in  the  present  Convention, 
it  is  proper  to  take  into  consideration  the  general  principles  of  the 
law  of  nations; 

Considering  that  it  is  desirable  that  the  Powers  shotild  draw  up 
precise  restrictions  to  regulate  the  incidents  of  the  states  of  neu- 
trality which  they  may  have  adopted; 

Considering  that  it  is  the  recognized  duty  of  neutral  Powers  to 
apply  the  rules  adopted  by  them  impartially  to  the  several  bellig- 
erents; 

Considering  that,  in  that  view  of  the  case,  these  rules  ought  not 
to  be  changed  in  principle  by  a  neutral  Power  during  the  progress 
of  the  war,  save  in  the  case  in  which  the  experience  gained  would 
demonstrate  the  necessity  of  safeguarding  its  rights:  .  .  . — 

Article  I.  Belligerents  are  required  to  respect  the  sovereign 
rights  of  neutral  Powers  and  to  abstain,  in  neutral  territory,  from 
all  acts  which  might  constitute,  on  the  part  of  the  Powers  which 
tolerated  them,  a  breach  of  neutrality. 

Art.  II.  All  acts  of  hostility,  including  capture  and  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  visitation,  committed  by  belligerent  war-vessels  in 
the  territorial  waters  of  a  neutral  Power,  constitute  a  violation  of 
neutrality  and  are  strictly  prohibited. 

Art.  III.  When  a  ship  has  beeh  captured  in  the  territorial  waters 
of  a  neutral  Power,  such  Power  shotild,  if  the  prize  is  still  within 
its  jurisdiction,  use  all  means  at  its  disp>osal  with  a  view  to  the  re- 
lease of  the  prize  with  its  officers  and  crew;  the  prize  crew  placed 
on  board  by  the  captor  should  be  interned. 

If  the  prize  is  beyond  the  jtirisdiction  of  the  neutral  Power,  the 
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captor  government,  on  the  demand  of  the  latter,  should  release 
the  prize  with  its  officers  and  crew/ 

Art.  IV.  No  prize-court  can  be  established  by  a  belligerent  in 
neutral  territory  or  on  board  a  ship  in  neutral  waters. 

Art.  V.  It  is  forbidden  to  belligerents  to  make  neutral  ports  and 
waters  a  base  of  naval  operations  against  their  adversaries,  es- 
pecially to  install  there  radio-telegraphic  stations,  or  any  apparatus 
destined  to  serve  as  a  means  of  communication  with  the  belliger- 
ent forces  on  land  or  sea. 

Art.  VI.  The  transfer  of  vessels-of-war.  munitions,  or  any  war 
material  of  whatever  character,  by  a  neutral  Power  to  a  belliger- 
ent Power,  under  whatever  guise,  is  forbidden. 

Art.  VII.  A  neutral  Power  is  not  required  to  prevent  the  ex- 
portation or  transit,  for  the  account  of  either  belligerent,  of  arms, 
mimitions,  and,  in  general,  of  anything  which  may  be  useftil  to  an 
army  or  fleet. 

Art.  VIII.  A  neutral  government  is  bound  to  use  all  the  means 
at  its  disposal  to  prevent  the  equipment,  within  its  jurisdiction, 
of  any  ship  which  it  has  reasonable  ground  to  believe  is  intended 
to  cruise  or  take  part  in  hostile  operations  against  a  Power  with 
which  it  is  at  peace.  It  is  also  bound  to  use  the  same  diligence  to 
prevent  the  departure  from  its  jtu'isidiction  of  any  vessel  destined 
to  cruise  or  take  part  in  such  hostile  operations  and  which  shall 
have  been  adapted,  wholly  or  in  part,  to  war-like  use  within  such 
jurisdiction. 

Art.  IX.  A  neutral  Power  should  apply  equally  to  both  bellig- 
erents the  conditions,  restrictions,  or  prohibitions  imposed  by  it 
upon  belligerent  war-vessels  with  their  prizes,  in  respect  to  ad- 
mission into  its  ports,  roads,  or  territorial  waters.  A  neutral  Power 
may  also  forbid  access  to  its  ports  and  roads  to  a  belligerent  ship 
which  shaU  have  neglected  to  conform  to  the  orders  and  resliric- 
tions  imposed  by  it,  or  which  may  have  violated  its  neutrality. 

Art.  X.  The  neutrality  of  a  Power  is  not  compromised  by  the 
simple  passage  through  its  territorial  waters  of  the  ships-of-war 
and  prizes  of  belligerents. 

Art.  XI.  A  neutral  Power  may  permit  belligerent  ships-of-war 
to  employ  its  licensed  pilots. 

Art.  XII.  In  the  absence  of  special  provisions  of  legislation  by 
a  neutral  Power,  belligerent  war-ships  are  forbidden  to  remain  in 
the  ports,  roads,  or  territorial  waters  of  such  Power  longer  than 
twenty-fotu*  hours,  save  in  the  cases  provided  for  in  the  present 
Convention. 

<  The  final  pancraph  of  Article  III-  was  not  accepted  by  the  United  States. 
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Art.  XIII.  If  a  Power  advised  of  the  opening  of  hostilities  learns 
that  a  ship-of-war  of  a  belligerent  is  in  its  ports  or  roads,  or  in  its 
territorial  waters,  it  should  notify  such  ship  to  depart  in  twenty- 
four  hours,  or  within  the  period  prescribed  by  the  local  law. 

Art.  XIV.  A  belligerent  ship-of-war  cannot  prolong  its  sojourn 
in  a  neutral  port  beyond  the  legal  period,  save  in  case  of  injury  or 
by  reason  of  the  state  of  the  sea.  It  should  depart  as  soon  as  the 
cause  of  delay  shall  have  ceased  to  exist.  The  niles  governing  the 
limitation  of  sojourn  in  ports,  roads,  and  neutral  waters  do  not 
apply  to,ships-of-war  exclusively  appropriated  to  a  religious,  scien- 
tific, or  philanthropic  mission. 

Art.  XV.  In  the  absence  of  other  special  provisions  of  legislation 
by  a  neutral  Power,  the  maximum  number  of  ships-of-war  of  one 
belligerent  which  may  be  in  one  of  its  ports  or  roads  at  the  same 
time  shall  be  three. 

Art.  XVI.  When  ships-of-war  of  both  belligerent  Parties  find 
themselves  in  a  neutral  port  or  road  at  the  same  time«  at  least 
twenty-four  hours  shall  elapse  between  the  departure  of  one  bellig- 
erent ship  and  the  departure  of  another.  The  order  of  departure 
is  determined  by  the  order  of  arrival,  unless  the  ship  first  arrived 
is  in  the  case  in  which  the  prolongation  of  the  legal  dtiration  of  its 
sojourn  is  admitted.  A  belligerent  ship-of-war  cannot  quit  a 
neutral  port  or  road  within  twenty -four  hours  after  the  departtire 
of  a  commercial  vessel  carrying  the  flag  of  its  adversary. 

Art.  XVII.  In  neutral  ports  or  roads  belligerent  ships-of-war 
may  only  repair  their  damages  to  the  extent  indispensably  neces- 
sary to  safety  of  navigation,  and  may  not  increase  their  military- 
strength  in  any  measure  whatever.  The  neutral  authorities  shall 
verify  the  nature  of  the  repairs  to  be  effected,  which  shall  be  exe- 
cuted as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Art.  XVIII.  Belligerent  ships-of-war  cannot  make  use  of  the 
ports,  roads,  or  territorial  waters  of  neutrals  to  renew  or  augment 
their  military  supplies,  or  their  armament,  or  to  complete  their 
crews. 

Art.  XIX.  Belligerent  ships-of-war  can  only  revictual  in  neutral 
ports  or  roads  to  complete  their  normal  supply  in  time  of  peace. 
These  ships  can  only  take  enough  combustibles  to  enable  them  to 
gain  the  nearest  port  of  their  own  country.  They  may,  however, 
take  combustibles  necessary  to  fill  the  full  space  of  their  bunkers, 
properly  so  called,  when  they  find  themselves  in  neutral  countries 
which  have  adopted  that  method  of  determining  the  iamount  of 
combustibles  to  be  furnished.  If,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of 
the  neutral  Power,  ships  do  not  receive  coal  imtil  twenty-four 
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hours  after  their  arrival,  the  legal  duration  of  their  sojourn  is  pro- 
longed twenty-foxir  hotirs. 

Art.  XX.  Belligerent  ships-of-war  which  have  taken  in  com- 
bustibles in  the  port  of  a  neutral  Power  may  not  renew  their  supply 
in  a  port  of  the  same  Power  tmtil  three  months  have  elapsed. 

Art.  XXI.  A  prize  may  only  be  taken  into  a  neutral  port  by 
reason  of  inability  to  navigate,  or  the  bad  condition  of  the  sea,  or 
because  of  the  lack  of  fuel  or  provisions.  It  must  depart  as  soon 
as  the  cause  which  justified  its  entrance  has  ceased  to  exist.  If  it 
does  not  do  so,  the  neutral  Power  should  give  it  notice  of  an  order 
to  depart  immediately;  in  case  it  does  not  obey,  the  neutral  Power 
should  use  the  means  at  its  disposal  to  release  its  officers  and  crew 
and  to  intern  the  crew  put  aboard  by  the  captor. 

Art,  XXII.  The  neutral  Power  should  likewise  release  a  prize 
which  shall  have  been  brought  in  imder  the  conditions  provided 
for  in  Article  XXI. 

Art.  XXIII,  A  neutral  Power  may  permit  access  to  its  ports  or 
roads  to  prizes,  escorted  or  not,  when  they  are  brought  there  under 
sequestration  and  waiting  the  decision  of  a  prize-cotirt.  It  may 
cause  the  prize  to  be  taken  to  another  of  its  ports.  If  the  prize  is 
escorted  by  a  ship-of-war,  the  officers  and  men  put  on  board  by 
the  captor  are  allowed  to  go  on  board  the  escorting  vessel.  If 
the  prize  voyages  singly,  the  personnel  placed  on  board  by  the 
captor  is  set  at  liberty.* 

Art.  XXIV.  If,  despite  the  notification  of  neutral  authority,  a 
belligerent  ship-of-war  does  not  quit  a  port  in  which  it  has  no  right 
to  remain,  the  neutral  Power  has  the  right  to  take  such  measures 
as  it  may  judge  necessary  to  render  such  ship  incapable  of  taking 
the  sea  during  the  continuance  of  the  war;  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
commander  of  the  ship  to  facilitate  the  execution  of  these  meas- 
ures. When  a  belligerent  ship  is  detained  by  a  neutral  Power, 
the  officers  and  crew  are  also  detained.  The  officers  and  crew  thus 
detained  may  be  left  on  board  the  ship,  or  lodged  on  another  ship 
or  on  shore,  and  they  may  be  subjected  to  such  restrictive  meas- 
ures as  it  may  be  deemed  necessary  to  impose  upon  them;  the 
men  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  the  ship,  however,  should  be 
left  on  board.  The  officers  may  be  released  on  taking  the  engage- 
ment of  the  parole  not  to  quit  neutral  territory  without  authority. 

Art.  XXV.  A  neutral  Power  is  required  to  exercise  such  vigi- 
lance as  the  means  at  its  disposal  admit  of  to  prevent  all  viola- 
tions of  the  preceding  requirements  in  its  ports  and  roads. 

Art.  XXVI.  The  exercise  by  a  neutral  Power  of  the  rights  pre- 

1  This  article  was  not  accepted  by  the  United  States. 
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scribed  in  the  present  Convention  may  never  be  considered  as  an 
act  wanting  in  amity  by  either  belligerent  who  has  accepted  the 
articles  which  are  therein  referred  to. 

Art.  XXVII.  The  Contracting  Powers  will  communicate  to  each 
other,  at  the  proper  time,  the  laws,  ordinances,  and  other  provi- 
sions regulating  the  status  of  belligerent  ships-of-war  in  their  ports 
or  waters,  by  means  of  a  notification  addressed  to  the  Government 
of  the  Netherlands,  and  transmitted  immediately  by  the  latter  to 
the  Contracting  Powers. 

Art.  XXVIII.  The  provisions  of  the  present  Convention  are 
only  applicable  as  between  the  Contracting  Powers  and  when  all 
the  belligerents  are  Parties  to  the  Convention. 

Ratification:  See  the  Convention  Concerning  Contractual  Debts, 
p.  569  ante. 


DECLARATION    INTERDICTING    THE    LAUNCHING    OP 

PROJECTILES   FROM   BALLOONS 

The  Contracting  Powers  consent,  for  a  period  extending  to  the 
dose  of  the  Third  Peace  Conference,  to  the  interdiction  of  the 
launching  of  projectiles  and  explosives  from  balloons  or  other  new 
methods  6(  a  similar  nature.^ 


FINAL  PROVISIONS 


Neutral  Residents  and  their  Property  in  Belligerent  or 

Occupied  Territory 

The  Conference  expresses  the  opinion  that,  in  case  of  war,  the 
responsible  authorities,  civil  as  well  as  military,  should  make  it 
their  special  duty  to  insure  and  safeguard  the  maintenance  of 
pacific  relations,  more  especially  of  the  commercial  and  industrial 
relations  between  the  inhabitants  of  the  belligerent  states  and 
neutral  countries.  The  Conference  expresses  the  opinion  that  the 
Powers  shotild  regulate,  by  special  Treaties,  the  position,  as  re- 
gards military  charges,  of  foreigners  residing  within  their  terri- 
tories. 

>  The  declaration  contains  the  provision  ceases  to  have  obligatory  force  should  a 

that  its  requirements  are  obligatory  only  Power,  not  a  party  to  the  declaration,  be 

upon  the  Contracting  Powers  in  the  event  associated  with  either  belligerent, 
of  war  between  tWQ  or  more  of  them;  \\ 
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The  Rules  op  Maritime  Warfare 

The  Conference  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  preparation  of 
regtilations  relative  to  the  laws  and  customs  of  naval  war  shotild 
figtire  in  the  programme  of  the  next  Conference,  and  that  in  any 
case  the  Powers  may  apply,  as  far  as  possible,  to  war  by  sea  the 
principles  of  the  Convention  relative  to  the  Laws  and  Ctistoms  of 
War  on  Land. 

Declaration  Respecting  Obligatory  Arbitration 

The  Conference,  actuated  by  the  spirit  of  mutual  agreement 
and  concession  characterizing  its  deliberations,  has  agreed  upon 
the  following  declaration,  which,  while  reserving  to  each  of  the 
Powers  represented  full  liberty  of  action  as  regards  voting,  enables 
them  to  affirm  the  principles  which  they  regard  as  unanimotisly 
admitted : 

It  is  unanimous — 

1.  In  admitting  the  principle  of  comptilsory  arbitration. 

2.  In  declaring  that  certain  disputes,  in  particular  those  relat- 
ing to  the  interpretation  and  application  of  the  provisions  of  Inter- 
national Agreements,  may  be  submitted  to  compulsory  arbitra- 
tion without  any  restriction. 

Finally,  it  is  unanimous  in  proclaiming  that,  although  it  has 
not  yet  been  found  feasible  to  conclude  a  Convention  in  this  sense, 
nevertheless  the  divergences  of  opinion  which  have  come  to  light 
have  not  exceeded  the  bounds  of  judicial  controversy,  and  that, 
by  working  together  here  during  the  past  four  months,  the  col- 
lected Powers  not  only  have  learned  to  understand  one  another, 
and  to  draw  closer  together,  but  hav^  succeeded  in  the  cotirse  of 
this  long  collaboration  in  evolving  a  very  lofty  conception  of  the 
common  welfare  of  humanity.* 

Resolution    Regarding   the    Diminution    op    Military    Ex- 
penditures 

The  Conference  has  further  unanimously  adopted  the  following 
resolution: 

The  Second  Peace  Conference  confirms  the  resolution  adopted 
by  the  Conference  of  1899  in  regard  to  the  limitation  of  military 
expenditure;  and  inasmuch  as  military  expenditure  has  con- 
siderably increased  in  almost  every  country  since  that  time,  the 

*  The  delegation  of  the  United  States  abstained  from  voting  upon  this  declaration. 
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Conference  declares  that  it  is  eminently  desirable  that  the  gov- 
ernments should  resume  the  serious  examination  of  this  question. 

Thb  Automatic  Meeting  op  the  Conperbncb 

Finally,  the  Conference  recommends  to  the  Powers  the  assembly 
of  a  Third  Peace  Conference,  which  might  be  held  within  a  period 
corresponding  to  that  which  has  elapsed  since  the  preceding  Con- 
ference, at  a  date  to  be  fixed  by  common  agreement  between  the 
Powers,  and  it  calls  their  attention  to  the  necessity  of  preparing 
the  programme  of  this  Third  Conference  a  sufRcient  time  in  ad- 
vance to  insure  its  deliberations  being  conducted  with  the  neces- 
sary authority  and  expedition. 

In  order  to  attain  this  object  the  Conference  considers  that  it 
would  be  very  desirable  that,  some  two  years  before  the  probable 
date  of  the  meeting,  a  preparatory  committee  should  be  charged 
by  the  governments  with  the  task  of  collecting  the  variovis  pro* 
posals  to  be  submitted  to  the  Conference,  of  ascertaining  what 
subjects  are  ripe  for  embodiment  in  an  international  regulation, 
and  of  preparing  a  programme  which  the  governments  shotild  de- 
cide upon  in  sufficient  time  to  enable  it  to  be  carefully  examined 
by  the  cotmtries  interested.  This  committee  should  further  be 
intrusted  with  the  task  of  proposing  a  system  of  organization  and 
procedure  for  the  Conference  itself. 

The  Permanent  Tribunal  op  Arbitration 

It  has,  besides,  expressed  the  following  opinions: 
I.  The  Conference  calls  the  attention  of  the  Signatory  Powers 
to  the  advisability  of  adopting  the  annexed  draft  Convention  for 
the  creation  of  a  Judicial  Arbitration  Court,  and  of  bringing  it  into 
force  as  soon  as  an  engagement  has  been  reached  respecting  the 
selection  of  the  judges  and  the  constitution  of  the  court. 


DRAFT  CONVENTION  RELATIVE  TO  THE  CREATION  OP 
A  PERMANENT  TRIBUNAL  OF  ARBITRATION 

Part  I — Constitution  op  the  Judicial  Couht 

Article  L  With  a  view  to  promoting  the  cause  of  arbitration,  the 
Contracting  Powers  agree  to  constitute,  without  altering  the  status 
of  the  Permanent  Court  of  Arbitration,  a  Judicial  Arbitration 
Court,  of  free  and  easy  access,  composed  of  judges  representing^ 
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the  variotts  judicial  systems  of  the  world,  and  capable  of  insuring 
continuity  in  jurisprudence  of  arbitration. 

Art.  II.  The  Judicial  Arbitration  Court  is  composed  of  judges 
and  deputy  judges  chosen  from  persons  of  the  highest  moral 
reputation,  and  all  fulfilling  conditions  qualifying  them,  in  their 
respective  countries,  to  occupy  high  legal  posts,  or  be  jurists  of 
recognized  competence  in  matters  of  international  law.  The 
judges  and  deputy  judges  of  the  court  are  appointed,  as  far  as 
possible,  from  the  members  of  the  Permanent  Court  of  Arbitra- 
tion. The  appointment  shall  be  made  within  the  six  months  fol- 
lowing the  ratification  of  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  III.  The  judges  and  deputy  judges  are  appointed  for  a 
period  of  twelve  years,  counting  from  the  date  on  which  the  ap- 
pointment is  notified  to  the  Administrative  Council  created  by  the 
Convention  for  the  Pacific  Settlement  of  International  Disputes. 
Their  appointments  can  be  renewed.  Should  a  judge  or  deputy 
judge  die  or  retire,  the  vacancy  is  filled  in  the  manner  in  which 
his  appointment  was  made.  In  this  case  the  appointment  is  made 
for  a  fresh  period  of  twelve  years. 

Art.  IV.  The  judges  of  the  Judicial  Arbitration  Court  are  equal, 
and  rank  according  to  the  date  on  which  their  appointment  was 
notified.  The  judge  who  is  senior  in  point  of  age  takes  precedence 
when  the  date  of  notification  is  the  same.  The  deputy  judges 
are  assimilated,  in  the  exercise  of  their  functions,  with  the  judges. 
They  rank,  however,  below  the  latter. 

Art.  V.  The  judges  enjoy  diplomatic  privileges  and  immunities 
in  the  exercise  of  their  functions  outside  their  own  country.  Be- 
fore taking  their  seat,  the  judges  and  deputy  judges  must  swear, 
before  the  Administrative  Council,  or  make  a  solemn  affirmation, 
to  exercise  their  functions  impartially  and  conscientiously. 

Art.  VI.  The  court  annually  nominates  three  judges  to  form  a 
special  delegation,  and  three  more  to  replace  them  should  the  neces- 
sity arise.  They  may  be  re-elected.  They  are  balloted  for.  The 
persons  who  secxu^e  the  largest  number  of  votes  are  considered 
elected.  The  delegation  itself  elects  its  President,  who,  in  default 
of  a  majority,  is  appointed  by  lot.  A  member  of  the  delegation 
cannot  exercise  his  duties  when  the  Power  which  appointed  him, 
or  of  which  he  is  a  citizen,  is  one  of  the  Parties.  The  members  of 
the  delegation  are  to  conclude  all  matters  submitted  to  them,  even 
if  the  period  for  which  they  have  been  appointed  judges  has  ex- 
pired. 

Art.  VII.  A  judge  may  not  exercise  his  judicial  fimctions  in  any 
case  in  which  he  has,  in  any  way  whatever,  taken  part  in  the  de* 


Sg2  THB   BLBMBNTS   OF   INTBUNATIONAL   LAW 

cision  of  a  National  Tribunal,  of  a  Tribunal  of  Arbitration,  or  of 
a  Commission  of  Inquiry,  or  has  figured  in  the  suit  as  counsel  or 
advcx:ate  for  one  of  the  Parties.  A  judge  cannot  act  as  agent  or 
advocate  before  the  Judicial  Arbitration  Court  or  the  Permanent 
Court  of  Arbitration,  before  a  Special  Tribunal  of  Arbitration  or 
a  Commission  of  Inquiry,  nor  act  for  one  of  the  Parties  in  any 
capacity  whatsoever  so  long  as  his  appointment  lasts. 

Art.  VIII.  The  court  elects  its  President  and  Vice-President  by 
an  absolute  majority  of  the  votes  cast.  After  two  ballots,  the 
election  is  made  by  a  bare  majority  and,  in  case  the  votes  are  even, 
by  lot. 

Art.  IX.  The  judges  of  the  Judicial  Arbitration  Court  receive 
an  annual  salary  of  six  thousand  Netherland  florins.  This  salary 
is  paid  at  the  end  of  each  half-yeat,  reckoned  from  the  date  on 
which  the  court  meets  for  the  first  time. 

In  the  exercise  of  their  duties  during  the  sessions,  or  in  the 
special  cases  covered  by  the  present  Convention,  they  receive  the 
sum  of  one  hundred  florins  per  diem.  They  are  further  entitled  to 
receive  a  travelling  allowance  fixed  in  accordailce  with  regvilations 
existing  in  their  own  country.  The  provisions  of  the  present  para- 
graph are  applicable  also  to  a  deputy  judge  when  acting  for  a 
judge. 

These  emoluments  are  included  in  the  general  expenses  of  the 
court  dealt  with  in  Article  XXX,  and  are  paid  through  the  Inter- 
national Bureau  created  by  the  Convention  for  the  Pacific  Settle- 
ment of  International  Disputes. 

Art.  X.  The  judges  may  not  accept  from  their  own  government 
or  from  that  of  any  other  Power  any  remuneration  for  services 
connected  with  their  duties  in  their  capacity  of  members  of  the 
court. 

Art.  XI.  The  seat  of  the  Judicial  Court  of  Arbitration  is  at  The 
Hague,  and  cannot  be  transferred,  unless  absolutely  obliged  by 
circumstances,  elsewhere.  The  delegation  may  choose,  with  the 
assent  of  the  Parties  concerned,  another  site  for  its  meetings,  if 
special  circumstances  render  such  a  step  necessary. 

Art.  XII.  The  Administrative  Council  fulfils  with  regard  to  the 
Judicial  Court  of  Arbitration  the  same  ftmctions  as  to  the  Perma- 
nent Court  of  Arbitration. 

Art.  XIII.  The  International  Bureau  acts  as  registry  to  the 
Judicial  Court  of  Arbitration,  and  must  place  its  offices  and  staff 
at  the  disposal  of  the  court.  It  has  charge  of  the  archives  and 
carries  out  the  administrative  work.  The  Secretary-General  of 
the  Bureau  discharges  the  functions  of  Registrar,    Tlie  necessary 
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secretaries  to  assist  the  registrar,  translators,  and  shorthand 
writers  are  appointed  and  sworn  in  by  the  court. 

Art.  XIV.  The  court  meets  in  session  once  a  year.  The  session 
opens  the  third  Wednesday  in  June,  and  lasts  until  all  the  business 
on  the  agenda  has  been  transacted.  The  cotut  does  not  meet  in 
session  if  the  delegation  considers  that  six:h  meeting  is  unneces- 
sary. However,  when  a  Power  is  Party  in  a  case  actually  pending 
before  the  court  the  pleadings  in  which  are  closed  or  about  to 
be  closed,  it  may  insist  that  the  session  should  be  held.  When 
necessary  the  delegation  may  summon  the  court  in  extraordinary 
session. 

Art,  XV.  A  report  of  the  doings  of  the  court  shall  be  drawn  up 
every  year  by  the  delegation.  This  report  shall  be  forwarded  to 
the  Contracting  Powers  through*  the  International  Bureau.  It 
shall  also  be  communicated  to  the  judges  and  deputy  judges  of 
the  court. 

Art.  XVI.  The  judges  and  deputy  judges,  members  of  the 
Judicial  Arbitration  Court,  can  also  exercise  the  functions  of  judge 
and  deputy  judge  in  the  Inteimational  Prize-Court. 

■ 

Part  II — Competency  and  Procedure 

Art.  XVII.  The  Judicial  Court  of  Arbitration  is  competent  to 
deal  with  all  cases  submitted  to  it,  in  virtue  either  of  a  general 
undertaking  to  have  recourse  to  arbitration  or  of  a  special  agree- 
ment. 

Art.  XVIII.  The  delegation  is  competent — 

1.  To  decide  the  arbitrations  referred  to  in  the  preceding  Article, 
if  the  Parties  concerned  are  agreed  that  the  summary  procedure 
laid  down  in  Part  IV.,  Chaper  IV.,  of  the  Convention  for  the  Pacific 
Settlement  of  International  Disputes  is  to  be  applied; 

2.  To  hold  an  inquiry  imder  and  in  accordance  with  Part  III. 
of  the  said  Convention,  in  so  far  as  the  delegation  is  intnisted  with 
such  inquiry  by  the  Parties  acting  in  conunon  agreement.  With 
the  assent  of  the  Parties  concerned,  and  as  an  exception  to  Article 
VII.,  the  members  of  the  delegation  who  have  taken  part  in  the 
inquiry  may  sit  as  judges  if  the  case  in  dispute  is  submitted  to 
the  arbitration  of  the  court  or  of  the  delegation  itself. 

Art.  XIX.  The  delegation  is  also  competent  to  settle  the  Cam- 
promts  referred  to  in  Article  LI  I.  of  the  Convention  for  the  Pacific 
Settlement  of  International  Disputes  if  the  parties  are  agreed  to 
leave  it  to  the  court. 

It  is  equally  competent  to  do  so,  even  when  the  request  is  only 
made  by  one  of  the  Parties  concerned,  if  all  attempts  have  failed 
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to  reach  an  understanding  through  the  diplomatic  channel,  in  the 
case  of — 

1.  A  dispute  covered  by  a  general  Treaty  of  Arbitration  con- 
cluded or  renewed  after  the  present  Convention  has  come  into 
force,  providing  for  a  Comprofnis  in  all  disputes,  and  not  either 
explicitly  or  implicitly  excluding  the  settlement  of  the  Compramis 
from  the  competence  of  the  delegation.  Recourse  cannot,  how- 
ever, be  had  to  the  cotirt  if  the  other  Party  declares  that  in  its 
opinion  the  dispute  does  not  belong  to  the  category  of  questions 
to  be  submitted  to  compulsory  arbitration,  unless  the  Treaty  of 
Arbitration  confers  upon  the  Arbitration  Tribtmal  the  power  of 
deciding  this  preliminary  question. 

2.  A  dispute  arising  from  contract  debts  claimed  from  one 
Power  by  another  Power  as  due'  to  its  nationals,  and  for  the  settle- 
ment of  which  the  offer  of  arbitration  has  been  accepted.  This 
arrangement  is  not  applicable  if  acceptance  is  subject  to  the 
condition  that  the  Compromis  should  be  settled  in  some  other 
way. 

Art.  XX.  Each  of  the  Parties  concerned  may  nominate  a  judge 
of  the  court  to  take  part,  with  power  to  vote,  in  the  examination 
of  the  case  submitted  to  the  delegation.  If  the  delegation  acts  as 
a  Commission  of  Inquiry,  this  task  may  be  intrusted  to  persons 
other  than  the  judges  of  the  court.  The  travelling  expenses  and 
remtmeration  to  be  given  to  the  said  persons  are  fixed  and  borne 
by  the  Powers  appointing  them. 

Art.  XXI.  The  Contracting  Powers  only  may  have  access  to 
the  Judicial  Arbitration  Court  set  up  by  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XXII.  The  Judicial  Court  of  Arbitration  follows  the  rules 
of  procedure  laid  down  in  the  Convention  for  the  Pacific  Settle- 
ment of  International  Disputes,  except  in  so  far  as  the  procedure 
is  laid  down  in  the  present  Convention. 

Art.  XXIII.  The  court  determines  what  language  it  will  itself 
use  and  what  languages  may  be  used  before  it. 

Art.  XXIV.  The  International  Bureau  serves  as  channel  for 
all  communications  to  be  made  to  the  judges  during  the  inter- 
change of  pleadings  provided  for  in  Article  LXIII.  of  the  Con- 
vention for  the  Pacific  Settlement  of  International  Disputes. 

Art.  XXV.  For  aU  notices  to  be  served,  in  partictdar  on  the 
Parties,  witnesses  or  experts,  the  court  may  apply  direct  to  the 
government  of  the  state  on  whose  territory  the  service  is  to  be 
carried  out.  The  same  rule  applies  in  the  case  of  steps  being  taken 
to  proctire  evidence.  The  request  addressed  for  this  purpose  can 
only  be  rejected  when  the  Power  applied  to  considers  them  likely 
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to  impair  its  sovereign  rights  or  its  safety.  If  the  request  is  com- 
plied with,  the  fees  charged  mtist  only  comprise  the  expenses  ac- 
tually incurred.  The  court  is  eqtially  entitled  to  act  through  the 
Power  on  whose  territory  it  sits.  Notices  to  be  given  to  parties 
in  the  place  where  the  court  sits  may  be  served  through  the  Inter- 
national Bureau. 

Art.  XXVI.  The  discussions  are  under  the  control  of  the  Presi- 
dent or  Vice-President,  or,  in  case  they  are  absent  or  cannot  act, 
of  the  senior  judge  present.  The  judge  appointed  by  one  of  the 
Parties  cannot  preside. 

Art.  XXVII.  The  coiut  considers  its  decisions  in  private,  and 
the  proceedings  are  secret.  All  decisions  are  arrived  at  by  a 
majority  of  the  judges  present;  if  the  number  of  judges  is  even 
and  equally  divided,  the  vote  of  the  junior  judge,  in  the  order  of 
precedence  laid  down  in  Article  IV.,  is  not  counted. 

Art.  XXVIII.  The  judgment  of  the  court  must  give  the  reasons 
on  which  it  is  based.  It  contains  the  names  of  the  judges  taking 
part  in  it;  it  is  signed  by  the  President  and  Registrar. 

Art,  XXIX.  Each  Party  pa3rs  its  own  costs  and  an  equal  share 
of  the  costs  of  the  trial. 

Art.  XXX.  The  provisions  of  Articles  XXL  to  XXIX.  are  ap- 
plicable by  analogy  to  the  procediu^  before  the  delegation.  When 
the  right  of  attaching  a  member  to  the  delegation  has  been  exer- 
cised by  one  of  the  Parties  only,  the  vote  of  the  member  attached 
is  not  recorded  if  the  votes  are  evenly  divided. 

Art.  XXXI.  The  general  expenses  of  the  court  are  borne  by  the 
Contracting  Powers.  The  Administrative  Council  applies  to  the 
Powers  to  obtain  the  funds  requisite  for  the  working  of  the  court. 

Art.  XXXII.  The  court  itself  draws  up  its  own  rules  of  pro- 
cediu^,  which  must  be  communicated  to  the  Contracting  Powers. 
After  the  ratification  of  the  present  Convention  the  court  shall 
meet  as  early  as  possible  in  order  to  elaborate  these  rules,  elect 
the  President  and  Vice-President,  and  appoint  the  members  of 
the  delegation. 

Art.  XXXIII.  The  court  may  propose  modifications  in  the 
provisions  of  the  present  Convention  concerning  procedure.  These 
proposals  are  communicated  through  the  Government  of  the 
Netherlands  to  the  Contracting  Powers,  which  will  consider 
together  as  to  the  measures  to.  be  taken. 
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Thb  American  Intervention  in  Cuba  op  1898 

The  island  of  Cuba  had  been  a  colonial  possession  of  Spain  for 
more  than  four  hundred  years.  The  colonial  government  of  the 
island,  though  at  times  autonomous  in  form,  had  for  nearly  half 
a  century  been  unacceptable  to  the  people  of  Cuba.  As  a  result, 
uprisings  had  become  frequent,  some  of  which  had  resulted  in  the 
establishment  of  revolutionary  governments,  none  of  which,  how- 
ever, had  given  sufficient  promise  of  stability  or  permanence  to 
entitle  them  to  general  international  recognition. 

Public  order  had  been  so  seriously  disturbed  during  the  last  de* 
bade  of  the  nineteenth  century  as  to  attract  international  attention 
to  the  internal  affairs  of  the  island.  As  a  result  of  these  conditions, 
accentuated  to  some  extent  by  the  destruction  of  the  battle-ship 
Maine  in  the  harbor  of  Havana,  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
adopted  a  conditional  declaration  of  war,  on  April  20,  1898,  recog* 
nizing  the  independence  of  the  people  of  Cuba,  and  demanding 
that  the  Government  of  Spain  should  relinquish  its  authority  over 
the  island,  and  withdraw  its  land  and  naval  forces  from  Cuba 
and  Cuban  waters.^  The  declaration  contained  an  express  dis- 
claimer of  any  desire  or  intention  on  the  part  of  the  United  States 
to  secure  territorial  aggrandizement,  or  to  exercise  sovereignty, 
jurisdiction,  or  control  over  the  island,  save  with  a  view  to  its 
pacification;  and  asserted  its  determination,  when  that  purpose 
had  been  accomplished,  to  leave  the  government  and  control  of 
the  island  to  its  people. 

Combined  land  and  naval  expeditions  were  directed  against 
Cuba,  Porto  Rico,  and  the  Philippine  Islands,  and,  after  con- 
siderable successes  had  been  gained  by  the  fleets  and  armies  of 
the  United  States,  a  general  armistice  was  agreed  upon,  through 
the  good  offices  of  the  French  Republic,  on  August  12,  1898,  in 
the  operation  of  which  further  hostilities  were  desisted  from  and 
the  negotiation  of  a  treaty  of  peace  was  provided  for. 

The  war  was  terminated  by  a  treaty  of  peace  negotiated  at  Paris 
by  duly  authorized  plenipotentiaries  of  the  belligerent  Parties  on 

1  Joint  Resolution  No.  24,  April  90,  1898  (30  Stats,  at  Large,  738), 
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December  lo,  1898 ;  in  conformity  to  the  terms  of  the  treaty,  Porto 
Rico  and  the  Philippine  Islands  were  ceded  to  the  United  States, 
in  consideration  of  the  cash  payment  of  $20,000,000.  Sovereignty 
over  the  island  was  relinquished  to  the  United  States,  where  it 
remained  until  May.  1902,  wheti  a  government,  republican  in  form, 
was  established  under  the  qualified  protection  of  the  govemitient 
of  the  United  States.* 


Intervention  op  the  United  States  in  Cuba  in  1906 

When  a  republican  government  was  established  in  the  island 
of  Cuba,  as  a  result  of  the  armed  intervention  which  was  under- 
taken by  the  United  States  in  1898,  with  a  view  to  the  pa<:ification 
of  the  island,  a  clause  was  inserted  in  the  constitution  of  the  re- 
public, supported  by  a  formal  stipulation  in  the  treaty  with  the 
United  States  .of  May  32,  1903,  in  the  operation  of  which  the 
United  States  became  charged  with  the  duty  of  intervening  with 
a  view  to  the  '*  preservation  of  Cuban  independence,  the  mainte- 
nance of  a  government  adequate  for  the  protection  of  life,  property, 
and  individual  liberty,  and  for  discharging  the  obligations  with 
respect  to  Cuba  imposed  on  the  United  States  by  the  Treaty  of 
Paris  of  December  10,  1898." 

In  1906  an  internal  situation  existed  in  the  island  which  led 
President  Palma  to  repres^t  that  a  case  had  arisen  calling  for  the 
intervention  stipulated  for  in  the  Treaty  of  1903.  With  a  view 
to  give  effect  tb  the  requirements  of  that  instrument,  the  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States,  in  1906,  established  an  intervening 
government  and  occupied  the  island  of  Cuba  by  a  detachment 
of  land  and  naval  forces. 

The  government  so  established,  though  civil  in  form,  was,  in 
fact,  a  government  of  military  occupation,  which  assumed  control 
and  direction  of  all  branches  of  administration,  and  addressed  itself 
to  the  remedy  of  the  abuses  which  had  given  occasion  for  the  in- 
tervention. Internal  peace  has  been  restored,  aiid  a  substantial 
revision  of  the  laws  regulating  suffrage,  municipal  control,  and 
general  executive  administration  have  been  prepared  and  are 
now  tmdergoing  examination  and  discussion,  with  a  view  to  their 
submission  to  the  electors  at  the  election  to  be  held  in  the  near 
future* 


*3o  Stats,  at  Large,  1749;   Treaties   in  Chas.  B.  Mo^oon,  of  Provisional  Adminis- 

Porce.    1004,   7aa.  tration  from  October  13.  1906.  to  Deceit)' 

>  See   report   of   Provisional   Goyismgr  ber  la,  1907  (Havana,  1907). 
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Bombardments 

These  operations  have  been  made  the  subject  of  regtilation  in 
the  Conventions  of  1899  and  1907  at  The  Hague,  in  which  the 
attack  or  bombardments  of  open  or  undefended  towns,  either 
by  land  or  naval  forces,  is  forbidden ;  towns  otherwise  tmdefended, 
in  front  of  which  submarine  mines  are  laid,  with  a  view  to  pre- 
vent the  approach  of  ships-of-war,  are  not  brought  within  the  cate- 
gory of  fortified  places  by  the  mere  fact  of  the  presence  and  em- 
ployment of  such  means  of  defence. 

Before  the  bombardment  of  a  fortified  place  begins,  the  com- 
mander of  the  attacking  forces  is  required  to  do  all  in  his  power  to 
warn  the  authorities;  he  is  also  required  to  take  all  necessary 
steps  to  spare,  as  far  as  possible,  buildings  dedicated  to  religioa, 
science,  art,  or  to  charitable  ptirposes,  as  well  as  historic  monu- 
ments, hospitals,  and  places  where  the  sick  and  pounded  are  col- 
lected; provided,  always,  that  the  protected  buildings  are  not 
used  by  the  defence  for  military  purposes.  It  is  also  made  the  duty 
of  the  commander  of  a  besieged  place  to  indicate  the  presence  of 
buildings  as  above  described  by  distinctive  visible  signs,  which 
he  is  required  to  notify  to  the  enemy  before  they  are  placed  in 
position.  The  sign  agreed  upon  by  the  Convention  consists  of  a 
large  rectangular  panel,  divided  by  a  diagonal  line  into  two  tri- 
angular portions,  the  upper  portion  being  colored  black  and  the 
lower  portion  "vyhite.* 

The  Internment  op  Prisoners  of  War 

The  term  "internment,"  as  used  in  the  Geneva  Convention  of 
1906  and  The  Hague  Conventions  of  1899  and  1907,*  correctly 
describes  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  restraint  which  may  be  im- 
posed upon  a  prisoner  of  war  whose  conduct  is  such  as  to  warrant 
that  form  of  restraint. 

The  rules  of  war  authorize  a  belligerent  to  require  them  to  per- 
form a  certain  amount  of  labor,  as  a  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of 
their  support.  No  labor  may  be  required  of  them,  however,  that 
is  calculated  to  assist  the  captor,  directly,  in  his  military  opera- 
tions. In  recent  times  the  practice  has  been  to  require  no  ser- 
vices of  prisoners  of  war  except  such  as  have  contributed  directly 
to  their  comfort  and  welfare.'     By  the  terms  of  The  Hague  Con- 

*  For  text  of  Convention,  see  Appendix  »  I  Goaelle,  pp.  aoo-aoa;  Hall.  |  ij*'.  IV 

F,  Convention  No.  9.  Calvo.  K  9147. 2148;  Article  6,  Conventioa 

'  For  text  of  Convention,  see  Appendix  of  the  Hague.  1899;  VII  Pnulier-Fod€c€, 

P.  Conventions  Nos.  4  and  10.  §§  2805,  3806. 
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vention  the  rates  to  be  paid,  when  labor  is  required  of  prisoners, 
are  those  prescribed  by  the  law  of  the  state  which  holds  them  in 
captivity.  In  the  absence  of  such  legislation,  they  are  to  be  paid 
at  rates  commenstu'ate  with  the  work  done.' 

A  prisoner  of  war  who  has  effected  his  escape,  and  has  reached 
neutral  territory,  retains  while  t^ere  the  personal  freedom  which 
he  has  acquired  as  the  result  of  his  escape ;  he  may,  therefore,  elect 
whether  he  leave  or  will  remain  in  the  neutral  territory  on  which 
he  has  found  refuge.  Should  he  elect  to  remain,  the  neutral  gov- 
ernment may  assign  him  a  place  of  residence.  A  similar  conse- 
quence ensues  in  respect  to  prisoners  of  war  held  by  forces  of  the 
enemy  who  are  themselves  seeking  refuge  in  neutral  territory. 
Prisoners  so  held  become  free  so  soon  as  they  pass  the  neutral 
botmdaries.  Captured  property  in  the  possession  of  such  refugees 
passes  into  the  control  and  custody  of  the  neutral  government,  by 
whom  it  is  held  in  trusteeship  for  the  real  owner.* 

1  See  Appendix  F,  Convention  No.  4  >  See  Appendix  P,  Convention  No.  5. 
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TRANSFER  TO  NEUTRAL  FLAG 

The  interesting  and  often  complicated  question  of  transfer  of  a  vessel 
from  belligerent  to  neutral  owner^ip  {flagrante  heUo)  is  elaborately 
considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of 
the  Benito  Eslenger,  March  5, 1900,  a  case  arising  in  the  Spanish-Ameri- 
can War  of  1898,  the  vessel  having  been  transferred  from  Spanish  to 
British  ownership.  The  vessel  was  engaged  in  carrying  provisions,  as 
to  which  aspect  of  the  case  the  Court  said: 

In  the  Commercen,  i  Wheat.  382,  388,  Mr.  Justice  Story  said:  "Bv  the 
modem  law  of  nations  provisions  are  not,  in  general,  deemed  contraband; 
but  they  m^y  become  so,  although  the  property  of  a  neutral,  on  account  of 
the  particular  situation  of  the  war.  or  on  account  of  their  destination.  .  .  . 
If  destined  for  the  ordinarv  use  of  life  in  the  enemy's  country,  the^  are  not, 
in  general,  contraband;  but  it  is  otherwise  if  destined  for  mihtary  use. 
Hence,  if  destined  for  the  army  or  navy  of  the  enemy,  or  for  his  ports  of 
naval  or  military  equipment,  uiey  are  deemed  contraband." 

In  the  Jonge  Margaretha,  1  C.  Rob.  189,  1^3,  Sir  William  Scott  discussed 
this  question,  and  ^ter  referring  to  many  mstances,  concluded:  "And  I 
take  the  modem  established  rule  to  be  this,  that  generally  they  are  not  con- 
traband, but  may  become  so  under  circumstances  arisinj^  out  of  the  parties 
ular  situation  of  the  war,  or  the  condition  of  the  parties  engaged  m  it." 

(176  u.  s.  573.) 

In  holding  the  transfer  invalid  the  Court  said: 

If  the  transfer  were  invalid,  she  belonged  to  a  Spanish  subject,  she  was 
engaged  in  ^legal  vei^ure,  and  her  owner  cannot  plead  his  fear  of  Spanish 
aggression. 

Transfers  of  vessels  flagrante  hello  were  originally  held  invalid,  but  the 
rule  has  been  modified,  and  is  thus  given  bv  Mr.  Hall,  who,  after  stating 
that  in  France  "their  saie  is  forbidden,  and  they  are  dedared  to  be  prize 
in  all  cases  in  which  they  have  been  transferred  to  neutrals  after  the  buyers 
cotild  have  knowledge  of  the  outbreak  of  the  war, "  says:  "In  England  and 
the  United  States,  on  the  contrary,  the  right  to  purdiase  vessels  is  in  prin- 
ciple admitted,  they  being  in  themselves  legitimate  objects  of  trade  as  fully 
as  any  other  kmd  of  mer^andise,  but  the  opportunities  of  fraud  being  great, 
the  circumstances  attending  a  sale  are  severely  scrutinized,  and  the  transfer 
is  not  held  to  be  good  if  it  is  subjected  to  any  condition  or  even  tadt  under- 
standing by  which  the  vendor  keeps  an  interest  in  ^he  vessel  or  its  profits, 
a  control  over  it,  a  power  of  revocation,  or  a  ffsfit  to  its  restoration  at  the 
condusion  of  the  war."  International  Law  (4th  ed.),  525.  And  to  the  same 
effect  is  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  his  notes  on  the  Prindples  and  Practice  oi  Prize 
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Courts  (Pratt's  ed.)f  63;  2  Wheat.  App.  30.  "In  respect  to  the  transfers 
of  enemies'  ships  during  the  war,  it  is  certain  that  purchases  of  them  by 
neutrals  are  not,  in  general,  illegal;  but  such  purchases  are  liable  to  mat 
suspicion;  and  if  good  proof  be  not  given  of  their  validity  by  a  bill  of  sale 
ana  payment  of  a  reasonable  consideration,  it  will  materiaUy  impair  the 
validity  of  a  neutral  claim;  .  .  .  and  if  after  such  transfer  the  ship  be  em- 
ployed habitually  in  the  enemy's  trade,  or  under  the  management  of  a  hos- 
&le  proprietor,  tiie  sale  will  be  deemed  merely  colorable  and  collusive.  .  .  . 
Anything  tending  to  continue  the  interest  of  the  enemy  in  the  ship  vitiates 
a  contract  of  this  description  altogether." 

The  Seeks  Geschwistem,  4  C.  Rob.  100,  is  cited,  in  which  Sir  WilUam  Scott 
said:  "This  is  the  case  of  a  ship,  asserted  to  have  been  purchased  of  the 
enemy;  a  liberty  which  this  country  has  not  denied  to  neutral  merchants, 
though  by  the  regulation  of  Prance,  it  is  entirely  forbidden.  The  rule  which 
this  country  has  been  content  to  apply  is,  that  property  so  transferred  must 
be  bona  fide  and  absolutely  transferred;  that  there  must  be  a  sale  divesting 
the  enemy  of  all  further  interest  in  it;  and  that  an^hing  tending  to  continue 
his   interest  vitiates  a   contract   of   this   descnption  altogeUier"      (Id. 

Merchant  Vessels  AkicED  for  Defence 

The  question  of  the  right  of  merchantmen  to  carry  defensive  arma- 
ment received  elaborate  illustration  in  the  arguments  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case  of  the  Nereide 
(9  Cranch,  388),  March  6,  181 5.  The  Nereide  was  an  armed  British 
merchantman,  and  the  court  held  as  the  principal  point  in  that  some- 
what complicated  case  that  a  neutral  may  la^ully  employ  an  armed 
belligerent  vessel  to  transport  his  goods,  and  such  goods  do  not  los^ 
their  neutral  character  by  the  armanent.  Said  Mr.  Dallas,  arguing  on 
the  side  of  the  captots: 

What  are  the  rights  of  the  belligerent  in  regard  to  the  neutral?  He  may 
search  the  vessel,  the  cargo,  and  the  papers.  ...  A  neutral  may,  indeed,  if 
he  can,  elude  the  right  of  search  by  superior  sailing,  but  he  cannot  lawfully 
prevent  it  by  force. 

Chief -Justice  Marshall,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 

The  vessel  was  armed,  was  the  property  of  an  enemy,  and  made  resistance. 
How  do  these  facts  affect  the  claim? 

That  a  neutral  may  lawfully  put  his  goods  on  board  a  belligerent  ship  for 
conveyance  on  the  ocean  is  universally  recognized  as  the  original  law  of 
nations. 

A  belligerent  has  a  perfect  riglit  to  arm  in  his  own  defence,  and  a  neutral 
has  a  perfect  right  to  transport  his  goods  in  a  belligerent  vessel.  These 
rights  do  not  interfere  with  each  other. 

To  the  argument  that  in  placing  his  goods  in  the  vessel  of  an  armed 
enemy  he  connects  himself  with  that  enemy  and  assumes  the  hostile  char- 
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acter,  it  is  answered  that  no  such  connection  exists.  The  object  of  the 
neutral  is  the  transportation  of  his  goods.  His  connection  with  the  vessel 
which  transports  them  is  the  same  mether  that  vessel  is  armed  or  unanned. 


It  is  remarkable  that  no  express  authority  on  either  side  of  this  question 
can  be  found  in  the  books. 

The  decision  and  the  illustrations  in  this  notable  case  justify  the  prop- 
osition that  merchant  vessels  are  imder  no  circumstances  subject  to 
attack  on  the  ground  that  they  are  armed  for  defence.  These  princi- 
ples apply  with  great  force  to  modem  submarine  warfare.  A  sub- 
marine is  not  justified  in  attacking  and  destroying  a  merchantman, 
either  belligerent  or  neutral,  because  it  is  armed,  or  because  it  carries 
contraband  merchandise,  without  first  removing  all  passengers  and 
papers  of  value,  and  if  the  vessel  be  then  destroyed,  the  belligerent 
must  be  taken  to  assume  all  risk  of  having  acted  without  warrant  of 
law. 

AiRCRATT  IN  War  and  Wireless  Telegraphy 

The  employment  of  the  air  as  a  carrier  of  vessels  or  of  messages  is  of 
so  recent  date,  and  has  been  so  much  confused  in  the  present  European 
war,  that  it  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  lay  down  any  principle  of 
permanent  validity.  The  following  references,  however,  will  prove 
useful  to  all  interested  in  the  explanation  of  the  questions  involved: 

Saoereignty  Over  the  Air^  H.  Erie  Richards.    Oxford,  1912. 

Aircraft  in  War,  Spaight.    London,  June,  1914. 

"Aircraft  Bombs  and  International  Law,  Sir  Thomas  Barclay,  in  the  Nine- 

teenth  Century  for  November,  1914* 
"Aerial  Land  and  Aerial  Maritime  Wariare,"  W.  E.  Ellis,  in  the  American 

Journal  of  International  Law  for  April,  19 14. 
"The  Law  of  the  Air-ship,"  Simeon  E.  Baldwin,  American  Journal  of  Inter- 

national  Law  for  January,  19 10,  pp.  95  et  seq. 
"Rights  of  Neutrals  and  Bellip[erents  as  to  Submarine  Cables,  Wireless 

Telegraphy,  and  Intercepting  of  Information  in  Time  of  War,"  in 

Coleman  rhillipson's  Two  Studies  in  International  Law.    London,  1908. 

Radiotelegraph  Treaty 

International  conferences  were  held  in  Berlin  in  1906  and  at  London 
in  191 2  on  the  subject  of  wireless  telegraphy,  and  a  treaty  was  con- 
cluded on  both  occasions  to  which  the  United  States  became  a  party. 
The  text  of  these  treaties  is  published  in  the  Treaties  and  Conventions  of 
the  United  States j  Jjjd-jgog,  The  rules  for  the  government  of  the  sub- 
ject in  this  country  are  set  forth  in  United  States  Radio  Communication 
Laws  and  Regulations  (Washington,  1914). 

The  radiotelegraph  convention  of  191 2,  in  which  all  leading  govern- 
ments of  the  world  joined,  is  published  by  the  United  States  (Treaty 
Soies,  No.  581),  in  the  original  French  text  accompanied  by  an  English 
translation.    The  official  report  of  the  conference  of  London  is  in  French, 
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but  by  the  liberality  of  Mr.  John  I.  Waterbury,  of  New  York,  one  of  the 
American  delegates,  it  has  also  been  published  in  an  English  translation. 
Articles  2  and  3  of  the  treaty  read  as  follows: 


Article  2 

By  "ooastal  stations"  is  to  be  understood  every  radio  station  established 
on  shore  or  on  board  a  permanently  moored  vessel  used  for  the  exchange  of 
correspondence  with  ships  at  sea. 

Every  radio  station  established  on  board  any  vessel  not  permanently 
moored  is  called  a  "station  on  shipboard." 

Article  3 

The  coastal  stations  and  the  stations  on  shipboard  shall  be  bound  to 
exchange  radiograms  without  distinction  of  the  radio  system  adopted  by 
such  stations. 

Every  station  on  shipboard  shall  be  bound  to  exchange  radiograms  with 
every  other  station  on  shipboard  without  distinction  of  the  radio  system 
adopted  by  such  stations. 

However,  in  order  not  to  impede  scientific  progress,  the  provisions  of  the 
present  Artide  shall  not  prevent  the  eventual  employment  of  a  radio  system 
incapable  of  communicating  with  other  systems,  provided  that  such  in- 
capacity shall  be  due  to  the  specific  nature  of  such  system  and  that  it  shall 
not  be  the  result  of  devices  adopted  for  the  sole  purpose  of  preventing 
intercommunication. 


APPENDIX  H 

The  following  introduction  and  notes  to  the  text  are  here  printed  by  kind 
permission  of  the  World  Peace  Foundation,  Boston,  Mass. 

THE  DECLARATION  OF  LONDON,  1909 


Introduction  * 

The  Second  Hague  Conference  in  1907  elaborated  and  signed  a  com- 
plete "Convention  Relative  to  the  Creation  of  an  International  Prize 
Court.*'  The  initiative  thereto  was  taken  independently  by  Germany 
and  Great  Britain,  and  their  separate  propositions  were  harmonized  into 
a  single  document.  Louis  Renault  of  France  served  as  reporter.  Arti- 
cle 7  of  the  convention  provides: 

If  a  c^uestion  of  law  to  be  decided  is  covered  by  a  treaty  in  force  between 
the  beUigerent  captor  and  a  power  whidi  is  itself  or  whose  subject  or  citizen 
is  a  party  to  the  proceedings,  the  court  is  governed  by  the  provisions  of  the 
said  treaty. 

In  the  absence  of  such  provisions,  the  court  shall  apply  the  rules  of  inter- 
national law.  If  no  generally  recognized  rule  exists,  the  court  shall  give 
judgment  in~  accordance  with  the  general  principles  of  justice  and  eauity. 

'Die  above  provisions  apply  equedly  to  questions  relating  to  the  order  and 
mode  of  proof.  .  .  . 

On  February  27,  1908,  Sir  Edward  Grey,  British  Secretary  of  State 
for  Foreign  Affairs,  in  a  circular  note  stated: 

Article  7  of  the  convention  provides  that,  in  the  absence  of  treaty  stipula- 
tions applicable  to  the  case,  the  Court  is  to  decide  the  appeals  that  come 

*  The  Drincipol  documents  in  connection 
with  the  Intemational  Naval  Conference  and 
the  Declaration  of  London  are: 

British  Parliamentary  Papers  by  Com- 
mand (Cd.):  Miscellaneous,  No.  4  (1900). 
Correspondence  uid  documents  respecting 
the  Intemational  Naval  Conference,  neld  in 
London,  December,  1908-Pebruary.  1909. 
Cd.  ^554;  Miscellaneous,  No.  5  (1900).  Pro- 
ceedings of  the  Intemational  Naval  Con- 
ference, held  in  London.  December,  1908- 
Pebruary,  1909,  Cd.  4555;  Miscellaneous, 
No.  4  (19x0).  Correapondence  respecting  the 
Declaration  of  London,  Cd.  54x8;  Miscd- 
taneous,  No.  8  (191  i)f  Corropondence  re- 
specting the  Declaration  of  London,  Cd. 
5718;  Miscellaneous.  No.  4  (i9xi)t  Corre- 
spondence respecting  an  additional  protocol 
relative  to  Establishment  of  an  Intemational 
Prize  Court  of  October  x8.  1907.  Cd.  5554; 
Naval  Prise — a  bill  to  consolidate  with 
amendments   the   enactments   relating     to 


naval  prise  of  war.  June  14.  191 1,  Bill  355; 
same  (as  amended  by  Standing  Committee 
C),  Bill  334. 

American:  Declaration  of  Intemational 
Naval  Conference.  Message  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  etc  Execu- 
tive A.  6xst  Cmg.,  xst  sess.;  Dedaratioa  of 
Intemational  Naval  Conference  . . .  together 
with  an  opinion  of  Hon.  Cone  Johnson, 
solicitor  for  the  State  Department,  relative 
to  the  transfer  of  Merchant  Ships  during 
War.  Sen.  Doc.  No.  563.  63d  Con^..  ad  sess.; 
Naval  War  College.  Intematxnal  Law 
Topics:  The  Declaration  of  London  of  Feb- 
ruary a6,  1909.  Washington:  Government 
Printing  Office,  19x0;  Treaties,  Conventions, 
etc..  between  the  United  SUtes  and  other 
Powers.  Supplement,  19x3.  Vol.  III.,  366- 
343.  (The  American  documents  include  the 
general  report,  instractions  to  and  report  of 
the  American  delegates.) 
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before  it  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  international  law,  or,  if  no  generally 
recognized  rules  exist,  in  accordance  with  the  general  principles  of  justice 
and  equity.  .  .  .  The  impression  was  gained  [at  the  Conference]  tlmt  the 
establishment  of  the  International  Prize  Court  would  not  meet  with  general 
acceptance  so  long  as  va^eness  and  imcertainty  exist  as  to  the  principles 
whi(m  Uie  Court,  in  dealmg  with  appeals  brought  before  it,  would  apply 
to  questions  of  far-reaching  importance  affecting  naval  policy  and  practice. 
His  Majesty's  Government  therefore  propose  that  another  conference 
should  assemble  during  the  autumn  of  the  present  year,  with  the  object 
of  arriving  at  an  agreement  as  to  what  are  the  generally  recognized  prin- 
ciples of  intemationiEd  law  within  the  meaning  of  paragraph  2  of  Article  7 
of  the  convention. 

The  London  Naval  Conference  met  on  December  4,  1908,  and  the 
I>eclaration  of  London  was  signed  on  February  26,  1909,  embod3mig  the 
code  of  law  designed  for  the  International  Prize  Court.  The  con- 
ference was  not  a  general  one.  The  participating  states  were  Germany, 
the  United  States,  Austria-Hungary,  Spain,  France,  Great  Britain,  Italy, 
Japan,  the  Netherlands,  and  Russia;  or,  in  general,  the  maritime  powers, 
and  specifically  those  representing  all  phases  of  maritime  practice. 

British  shipping  interests,  and  certain  agitators  representing- those  in- 
terests or  voicing  traditional  and  antiquated  theories  of  naval  supremacy, 
opposed  Great  Britain's  ratification  of  the  Declaration.  This  was  effec- 
tive because  it  so  happened  that  improvements  in  naval  prize  practice 
called  for  by  the  Declaration  conflicted  with  laws  on  the  British  statute 
books.  The  government  could  not  ratify  the  Declaration  until  the  laws 
were  modified.  To  this  end,  the  naval  prize  bill,  making  the  necessary 
changes,  was  introduced  into  Parliament.  The  opponents  of  the  Dec- 
laration succeeded  in  defeating  it  in  the  Lords  on  December  12,  191 1. 
Early  in  1914  another  biU  was  introduced,  and  was  on  the  way  to  be- 
coming law  when  the  war  broke  out. 

In  view  of  the  preponderant  British  interest  in  shipping,  all  the  other 
signatory  Powers  were  delaying  their  action  on  the  Declaration  tmtil 
Great  Britain  could  ratify.  In  none  was  there  any  opposition  to  it,  and 
the  United  States  S<mate  acted  favorably  upon  it  on  April  24,  191 2. 
The  Declaration  was  in  force  during  the  Turko-Italian  war  and  the 
Balkan  wars  by  decree. 

On  August  6,  1 914,  S^rretary  Bryan  sent  this  telegram  to  the  Ameri- 
can embassies  at  London,  Petrograd,  Paris,  Berlin,  and  Vienna,  and 
the  American  legation  at  Brussels: 

Mr.  Bryan  instructs  [Mr.  Page]  to  inquire  whether  the  [British]  Govern- 
ment is  willing  to  agree  that  the  laws  of  naval  warfare  as  laid  down  by 
the  Declaration  of  London  of  1909  shall  be  applicable  to  naval  warfare 
during  the  present  conflict  in  Europe  provided  tnat  the  governments  with 
whom  [Great  Britain]  is  or  may  be  at  war  also  agree  to  such  application. 
Mr.  Bryan  further  instructs  [Mr.  Page)  to  state  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  bdieves  that  an  acceptance  of  these  laws  by  the  belligerents 
would  prevent  grave  misunderstandm^  which  mav  arise  as  to  the  relations 
between  neutnu  Powers  and  the  belligerents.  Nfr.  Bnran  adds  that  it  is 
earnestly  hoped  that  this  inquiry  may  receive  favorable  consideration. 
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On  August  13,  Ambassador  Penfield  replied  that  the  Austro-Hun- 
garian  Government  had  instructed  its  forces  to  observe  the  stipulations 
of  the  Declaration  of  London  during  the  conflict,  conditional  on  like 
observance  on  the  part  of  the  enemy.  Ambassador  Wilson  at  Petro- 
grad  on  August  20  reported  that  the  Russian  Government  was  still 
awaiting  the  decision  of  the  British  Government,  ''as  Russia  will  take 
similar  action."  Ambassador  Gerard,  on  August  22,  replied  that  the 
German  Government  "will  apply  the  Declaration  of  London,  provided 
its  provisions  are  not  disreganled  by  other  belligerents." 

On  August  27,  Ambassador  Page  reported  from  London,  enclosing  a 
note  from  the  British  Foreign  Office  defining  its  attitude  with  r^ard 
to  the  Declaration  of  London,  and  stating  that  the  British  Govern- 
ment "has  decided  to  adopt  generally  the  rules  of  the  Declaration  in 
question,  subject  to  certam  modifications  and  additions  which  they 
judge  indispensable  to  the  efficient  conduct  of  their  naval  operations." 
A  memorandtun  of  the  Foreign  Office  and  an  Order  in  Council  of  August 
20,  19 14,  were  enclosed.  These  and  later  enactments  altered  the 
Declaration  as  indicated  below  in  notes  to  the  articles  concerned. 

Ambassador  Wilson,  on  August  27,  notified  the  State  Department 
m>m  Petrograd  that  the  Russian  Government  "accepts  the  Declara- 
tion of  London  with  exact  modifications  adopted  by  England  and 
France."  Ambassador  Herrick,  on  September  3,  reported  that  France 
would  observe  the  Declaration  with  certain  reservations. 

As  a  result  of  the  inability  to  obtain  a  uniform  adoption  of  the  Dec* 
laration,  the  United  States  Government  sent  two  despatches,  announc- 
ing to  Great  Britain  and  the  other  belligerents  the  withdrawal  of  its 
suggestion.  The  one  sent  October  22,  by  Robert  Lansing,  acting 
Secretary  of  State,  to  Ambassador  Page  at  London,  read: 

Inasmuch  as  the  British  Government  consider  that  the  conditions  of  the 
present  European  conflict  make  it  impossible  for  them  to  accept  without 
modification  the  Declaration  of  London,  you  are  requested  to  uifonn  His 
Majesty's  Government  that  in  the  circumstances  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  feels  obliged  to  withdraw  its  suggestion  that  the  Declaration 
of  London  be  adopted  as  a  temporary  code  of  naval  warfare  to  be  observed 
by  belligerents  and  neutrals  during  the  present  war;  that  therefore  this 
Government  will  insist  that  the  rights  and  duties  of  the  United  States  and 
its  citizens  in  the  present  war  be  denned  by  the  existing  rules  of  international 
law  and  the  treaties  of  the  United  States,  irrespective  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Declaration  of  London;  and  that  this  Government  reserves  to  itself 
the  right  to  enter  a  protest  or  demand  in  each  case  in  which  those  rights 
and  duties  so  defined  are  violated  or  their  free  exercise  interfered  with  by 
the  authorities  of  His  Britannic  Majesty's  Government. 

Declakation  Concerning  the  Laws  of  Naval  War  * 

His  Majesty  the  German  Emperor,  King  of  Prussia;  the  President  of 
the  United  States  of  America;   His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Austria, 

1  The  Declaration  was  siffned  in  the  French  one  of  the  American  ddecatea.  as  published 
language  only.  The  translation  here  re-  in  Naval  War  College.  International  Law 
printed  is  by  Prof.  George  Grafton  Wilson,       Topics,  1909,  pp.  169-193. 
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King  of  Bohemia,  etc.,  and  Apostolic  King  of  Hungary;  His  Majesty 
the  King  of  Spain;  the  President  of  the  French  Republic:  His  Majesty 
the  Kinp:  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  and  of 
the  British  Dominions  beyond  the  Seas,  Emperor  of  India;  His  Majesty 
the  King  of  Italy;  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  Japan;  Her  Majesty  the 
Queen  of  the  Netherlands;  His  Majesty  the  Emperor  of  All  the  Russias: 

C^idering  the  invitation  which  the  British  Government  has  given 
to  various  Powers  to  meet  in  conference  in  order  to  determine  together 
as  to  what  are  the  generally  recognized  rules  of  international  law  within 
the  meaning  of  Article  7  of  the  Convention  of  i8th  October,  1907,  rela- 
tive to  the  establishment  of  an  International  Prize  Court; 

Recognizing  all  the  advantages  which  in  the  unfortunate  event  of  a 
naval  war,  an  agreement  as  to  the  said  rules  would  present,  both  as  re- 
gards peaceful  commerce,  and  as  regards  the  belligerents,  and  as  r^ards 
their  political  relations  with  neutral  Governments; 

Considering  that  the  general  principles  of  international  law  are  often 
in  their  practical  application  the  subject  of  divergent  procedure; 

Animated  by  the  desire  to  insure  henceforward  a  greater  uniformity 
in  this  respect; 

Hoping  that  a  work  so  important  to  the  common  welfare  will  meet 
with  general  approval; 

Have  appointed  as  their  Plenipotentiaries,  that  is  to  say: 

[Names  of  Plenipotentiaries.] 

Who,  after  having  communicated  their  full  powers,  found  in  good 
and  due  form,  have  agreed  to  make  the  present  Declaration: 


PllELIMINARY  PROVISION 

The  Signatory  Powers  are  agreed  in  declaring  that  the  rules  contained 
in  the  following  Chapters  correspond  in  substance  with  the  generally 
recognized  principles  of  international  law. 


Chapter  I — ^Blockade  in  Time  of  War  ^ 

Article  I.  A  blockade  must  be  limited  to  the  ports  and  coasts  belong- 
ing to  or  occupied  by  the  enemy. 

Art.  II.  In  accordance  with  the  Declaration  of  Paris  of  1856,  a 
blockade,  in  order  to  be  binding,  must  be  effective — ^that  is  to  say,  it 
must  be  maintained  by  a  force  sufficient  really  to  prevent  access  to  the 
enemy  coast. 

Art.  III.  The  question  whether  a  blockade  is  effective  is  a  question 
of  fact. 

Art.  IV.  A  blockade  is  not  regarded  as  raised  if  the  blockading  forces 
are  temporarily  driven  of!  by  bad  weather. 

>The  pfovistons  of  this  chai>ter  are  in  blockade   of   the   Austro-Hungarian    coast 

large  measure  avoided  by  the  war-zone  de-  (May  a6  and  38  and  July  6)  seems  to  have 

vice.  Part  III.  of  this  series.    Burden  of  been  the  only  real  blockade  of  the  first  year 

proof,  however,  lies  Mainst  belligerents  who  of  war.     (Commtru  tUports,  July  I3i  191 5* 

disregard  the  rules  of  this  chapter.     Italy's  p.  195.) 
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Art.  V.  A  blockade  miist  be  applied  impartially  to  the  ships  of  all 
nations. 

Art.  VI.  The  commander  of  a  blockading  force  may  grant  to  a  war- 
ship permission  to  enter,  and  subsequently  to  leave,  a  blodcaded  port. 

Art.  VII.  In  circumstances  of  Stress,  acknowledged  by  an  au- 
thority of  the  blockading  forces,  a  neutral  vessel  may  enter  a  place  under 
blockade  and  subsequently  leave  it,  provided  that  she  has  neither  dis- 
charged nor  shipped  any  cargo  there. 

•  Art.  VIII.  A  blockade,  in  order  to  be  binding,  must  be  declared  in 
accordance  with  Article  9,  and  notified  in  accoidance  with  Articles  11 
and  16. 

Art.  IX.  A  declaration  of  blockade  is  made  either  by  the  blockading 
Power  or  by  the  naval  authorities  acting  in  its  name. 

It  specifies — 

(i)  The  date  when  the  blockade  begins; 

(2)  The  geographical  limits  of  the  coast  blockaded; 

(3)  The  delay  to  be  allowed  to  neutral  vessels  for  departure. 

Art.  X.  If  the  blockading  Power,  or  the  naval  authorities  acting  in 
its  name,  do  not  establish  the  blockade  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
which,  in  accordance  with  Article  9  (i)  and  (2),  must  be  insetted  in  the 
declaration  of  blockade,  the  declaration  is  void,  and  a  new  dedaration 
is  necessary  in  order  to  make  the  blockade  operative. 

Art.  XL  A  declaration  of  blockade  is  notified — 

(i)  To  the  neutral  Powers,  by  the  blockading  Power  by  means  of  a 
communication  addressed  to  the  Governments  themselves,  or  to  their 
representatives  accredited  to  it; 

(2)  To  the  local  authorities,  by  the  officer  commanding  the  blockading 
force.  These  authorities  will,  on  their  part,  inform,  as  soon  as  possible, 
the  foreign  consuls  who  exercise  their  functions  in  the  port  or  on  the 
coast  blockaded. 

Art.  XII.  The  rules  relative  to  the  declaration  and  to  the  notifica- 
tion of  blockade  are  applicable  in  the  case  in  which  the  blockade  may 
have  been  extended,  or  may  have  been  re-established  after  having  been 
raised. 

Art.  XIII.  The  volimtary  raising  of  a  blockade,  as  also  any  limitation 
which  may  be  introduced,  must  be  notified  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
Article  XI. 

Art.  XIV.  The  liability  of  a  neutral  vessel  to  capture  for  breadi  of 
blockade  is  contingent  on  her  knowledge,  actual  or  presumptive,  of  the 
blockade. 

Art.  XV.  Failing  proof  to  the  contrary,  knowledge  of  the  blockade 
is  presumed  if  the  v^sel  left  a  neutral  port  subsequently  to  the  notifica- 
tion of  the  blockade  made  in  sufficient  time  to  the  Power  to  which 
such  port  belongs.* 

1  Modified  as  foUows  by  Great  Britain:  Government  to  make  known  the  existenoe 

"The  existence  of  a  blodcade  shall  be  of  the  blockade; 

presumed  to  be  known  "(b)  To  all  shii»  which  sailed  from  or 

"(a)  To  all  ships  which  sailed  from  or  touched  at  a  British  or  allied  port  after  the 

touched  at  an  enemy  port  a  sufficient  time  puUication  of  the  declaration  of  blockade.'* 

after  the  notification  of  the  blockade  to  the  (Paragraph  4.  Order  in  Council,  August  ao, 

local  auttoritfts  to  have  enabled  the  enemy  I9X4') 
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Art.  XVI.  If  a  vessel  which  approaches  a  blockaded  port  does  not 
know  or  cannot  be  presumed  to  know  of  the  blodcade,  the  notification 
must  be  made  to  the  vessel  itself  by  an  officer  of  one  of  the  ships  of  the 
blockading  force.  This  notification  must  be  entered  in  the  vessel's  log- 
book, with  entry  of  the  day  and  hour,  as  also  of  the  geographical  posi- 
tion of  the  vessel  at  the  time. 

A  neutral  vessel  which  leaves  a  blockaded  port  must  be  allowed  to 
pass  free  if,  through  the  negligence  of  the  officer  commanding  the  block- 
ading force,  no  declaration  of  blockade  has  been  notified  to  the  local 
authorities,  or  if,  in  the  declaration,  as  notified,  no  delay  has  been 
indicated. 

Art.  XVII.  The  seimre  of  neutral  vessels  for  violation  of  blockade 
may  be  made  only  within  the  radius  of  action  of  the  shipfe  of  war  as- 
signed to  maintain  an  effective  blockade 

Art.  XVIII.  The  blockading  forces  must  not  bar  access  to  the  ports 
or  to  the  coasts  of  neutrals. 

Art.  XIX.  Whatever  may  be  the  ulterior  destination  of  the  vessel 
or  of  her  cargo,  the  evidence  of  violation  of  blockade  is  not  sufficiently 
conclusive  to  authorize  the  seizure  of  the  vessel  if  she  is  ai  /the  time 
bound  toward  an  unblockaded  port. 

Art.  XX.  A  vessel  which  in  violation  of  blockade  has  left  a  block- 
aded port  or  has  attempted  to  enter  the  port  is  liable  to  capture  so  long 
as  she  is  pursued  by  a  ship  of  the  blockading  force.  If  the  pursuit  is 
abandoned,  or  if  the  blockade  is  raised,  her  capture  can  no  longer  be 
effected. 

Art.  XXI.  A  vessel  found  guilty  of  violation  of  blockade  is  liable  to 
condemnation.  The  cargo  is  also  liable  to  condemnation,  unless  it  is 
proved  that  at  the  time  the  goods  were  shipped  the  shipper  neither 
knew  nor  could  have  known  of  the  intention  to  violate  the  blockade. 

(x)  Arms  of  all  kinds,  including  arms  for  sporting  ptirposes,  and 
their  unassembled  distinctive  parts. 

Chapter  II — Comtkaband  of  War 

Art.  XXII.^  The  following  articles  and  materials  are,  without  notice,* 
regarded  as  contraband,  under  the  name  of  absolute  contraband:'     ' 

I** The  UstB  of  absolute  and  conditional 
contraband  contained  in  the  SModamation 
dated  August  4,  lOift  shall  be  substituted 
for  the*  lists  contained'  in  articles  XXII.  and 
XXIV.  of  the  said  declaration."  (Paramph 
I,  Order  in  Council,  August  ao.  I9X4-/ 

The  British  list  of  contraband  hsis  been 
repeatedly  rerised,  the  list  of  absolute  and 
conditional  contraband  as  standing  on  May 


1. 19x5.  being  in  Manual  of  Rtturgency  Ltjis- 
laiioH,  Stt|>^enient  No.  3,  602-4.  The 
British  allies  make  their  lists  conform.  The 
lists  of  the  opposing  bdligerents  are  not  so 
large,  but  thenr  tend  to  harmonise  with  those 
of  the  other  side. 

s  Following  the  British  formula,  "de  plein 
droit"  is  translated  by  the  words  "without 
notice."  which  represent  the  meaning  at- 
tached to  the  expression  by  the  draftsman 
as  appears  from  the  General  Report. 


>  The  British  list  of  absolute  contraband 
up  to  April  30.  X015,  was  as  follows: 

X,  Arms  01  all  kinds,  including  arms  for 
sporting  purposes,  and  their  distinctive 
component  parts;  a.  Projectiles,  charges,  and 
cartridges  of  all  kinds,  and  their  distinctive 
component  parts;  3,  Powder  and  ex^ostves 
specially  prepcued  for  use  in  war;  4,  In- 
gredients of  explosives,  vis.,  nitric  acid, 
sulphuric  add.  glvcerine.  acetone,  calcium 
acetate  and  all  other  metallic  acetates,  sul- 
phur, iMtassium  nitrate,  the  fractions  of 
the  distillation  products  of  coal  tar  between 
bensol  and  cresol  inclusive,  aniline,  metii- 
ylaniline,  dimethylaailine,  ammonium  per- 
chlorate,  soditmi  i)erchlorate.  sodium  chlo- 
rate, barium  chlorate,  ammonium  nitrate, 
cjranide,  potassium  chlorate,  calcium  nitrate, 
mercury;  5,  Resinous  products,  cami>hor. 
•nd  turpentine   (oil  ana  spirit);    6.  Ghan 
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(2)  Projectiles,  charges,  and  cartridges  of  all  kinds,  and  their  un- 
assembled distinctive  parts. 

(3)  Powder  and  explosives  specially  adapted  for  use  in  war. 

(4)  Gun-carriages,  caissons,  limbers,  military   wagons,  field  forges, 
and  their  tmassembled  distinctive  parts. 

(5)  Clothing  and  equipment  of  a  distinctive  military  character. 

(6)  All  kind^  of  harness  of  a  distinctively  military  character. 

(7)  Saddle,  draft,  and  pack  animals  stiitable  for  use  in  war. 


mountings,  limber-boxes,  limbers,  military 
wagons,  field  forges,  and  their  distinctive 
component  parts;  7,  Range-finders  and  their 
distmctive  component  ports;  8,  Clothing 
and  equipment  of  a  distinctively  military 
character;  9,  Saddle,  draft,  and  pack  animals 
suitable  for  use  in  war;  10,  All  kinds  of  har- 
ness of  a  distinctively  military  character; 
IX,  Articles  ol  camp  equipment  and  their 
distinctive  component  parts;  X3,  Armor 
plates;  13,  Pem>  alloys,  including  ferro- 
tungsten,  ferromolybdenum,  ferromanganese, 
ferrovanadium.  ferrochrome;  ia,  TheloUow- 
ing  metals:  Tungsten,  molybdenum,  vana- 
diimi,  nickel,  selenium,  cobalt,  haematite 
pig-iron,  manganese;  15,  The  following  ores: 
m>lframite,  scheelite,  molybdenite,  man- 
ganese ore,  nickel  ore,  chrotne  ore,  hsema- 
tite  iron  ore.  sine  ore,  lead  ore,  bauxite;  16, 
Aluminum,  alumina,  and  salts  of  aluminum; 
17,  Antimony,  togjether  with  the  sulphides 
and  oxides  of  antimony;  x8.  Copper,  un- 
wrought  and  part  wrought,  and  copper  wire: 
19,  Lead,  pig,  sheet,  or  pii)e;  ao.  Barbed 
wire,  and  implements  for  nxing  and  cutting 
the  same;  31,  War-ships,  including  boats 
and  their  distinctive  component  parts  of 
such  a  nature  that  they  can  only  be  used  on 
a  vessel  of  war;  as.  Submarine  sound-sig- 
naling apparatus;  33.  Aeroplanes,  airships, 
balloons,  and  aircraft  of  all  kinds,  and  their 
component  parts,  together  with  accessories 
and  articles  recognizable  as  intended  for 
use  in  connection  with  balloons  and  aircraft; 
34,  Motor  vehicles  of  all  kinds  and  their 
component  parts;  35,  Tires  for  motor 
vdiicles  and  tor  cycles,  together  with  articles 
of  materials  especially  adapted  for  use  In 
the  manufacture  or  repair  of  tires;  36,  Rub- 
ber (including  raw,  waste,  and  reclaimed 
rubber)  and  goods  made  whollv  of  rubber; 
37,  Iron  pyrites;  38,  Mineral  oils  and  motor 
spirit,  except  lubricating  oils;  39.  Imple- 
ments and  apparatus  designed  exclusively  for 
the  manufacture  of  munitions  of  war,  for 
the  manufacture  or  repair  of  arms,  or  war 
material  for  use  on  land  and  sea;  30.  Raw 
wo<d,  wool  tops  and  noils  and  woollen  and 
worsted  yams;  31,  Tin,  chloride  of  tin,  tin 
ore;  33,  Castor  oil;  33.  Paraffin  wax;  34, 
Copper  iodide;   35,  Lubricants;  *  36,  Hides 

*  The  British  ambassador  at  Washington 
wrote  in  regard  to  this  item  as  follows  00 
Apcil  xo,  1915: 

"I  am  informed  that  the  Interpretation 
of  lubricants  now  absolute  contraband  is 
as  follows:  Mineral,  including  mineral  oils, 
jellies,  or  gt-eases  of  all  kinds,  pure  or  oom- 


of  cattle,  buffaloes,  and  horses;  skios  of 
calves,  pigs,  sheep,  goats,  and  deer;  leather, 
undressed  or  drnsed,  suitable  for  saddlery, 
harness,  military  boots,  or  military  clothing; 
37,  Ammonia  and  its  salts  whetner  simxwp 
or  compound;  ammonia  liquor;  urea, 
aniline,  and  their  compounds. 

The  following  is  the  German  list  of  afaoo- 
lute  contraband  up  to  April  x8,  19x5: 

X,  Arms  of  all  kinds,  mcluding  arms  for 
siwrting  purposes,  and  their  distinctive 
component  parts;  3,  Projectiles,  dtuagta, 
and  cartridges  of  all  kinds,  and  their  dis- 
tinctive component  parts;  3,  Powder  and 
explosives  of  all  kinds;   4,  Cannon  barrds. 

Em  mountings,  limber-boxes,  limben.  field 
tchens  and  bakeries,  supply  wagons,  field 
for^,  search-lights  and  search-lis^t  acces- 
sones,  and  their  distinctive  comj^ent  parts; 
5.  Range-finders  and  their  distmctive  com- 
ponent parts;  6,  Field-glasses,  telescopes, 
chronometers,  and  all  kinds  of  nautical  in- 
struments; 7,  Clothing  and  equipment  of  a 
distinctively  military  character:  8,  Saddle, 
draft,  and  pack  animals  suitable  for  use  in 
war;  9.  All  kinds  of  harness  of  a  distinctively 
military  character;  xo.  Articles  of  camp 
equipment  and  their  distinctive  component 
parts;  11,  Armor  plates;  13,  Leaa.  pig. 
sheet,  or  pipe;  ^13.  Barbed  wire,  and  un- 
plements  for  fixing  and  cutting  the  same; 
14.  Tinplate;  X5,  War -ships,  including  boats 
and  their  distinctive  component  parts  of 
such  a  nature  that  they  can  only  be  used  on 
a  vessel  of  war;  ship-plates  and  construction 
steel;  x6.  Submarine  sound -signaling  i^ipara- 
tus;  17.  Aeroplanes,  airships,  balloons,  and 
aircraft  of  all  kinds,  and  their  distinctive 
component  parts,  together  with  accessories, 
articles,  ana  materials,  recognisable  as  in- 
tended for  use  in  connection  with  baUoons 
and  aircraft;  18,  Implements  and  devices 
designed  exdusively  for  the  manufacture 
and  repair  of  arms  and  munitions  of  war; 
19.  Lathes  of  all  lands;  30,  Mining  lumber; 
ax.  Coal  and  coke;    33,  Flax. 

pounded;  ophite,  natural  or  artificial: 
Vegetable,  mcluding  vegetable  lubricating 
oils  and  fats  of  all  lands,  and  reain  greases, 
and  their  mixtures;  Animal,  including  all 
animal  oils  and  fats  for  use  as  lubricants, 
and  their  mixtures;  Fish,  including  whale  oil 
(train,  blubber,  sperm),  seal,  or  shiuic  oil,  and 
fish  oil  generally;  mixtures  or  compounds  of 
any  of  the  foregoing."  {Departnuni  of  SlaU, 
DiphmaUc  CorrespomUnce  wUk  BMigtrwrn 
CavtrnmtnlSf  etc.,  18.) 
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(8)  Articles  of  camp  equipment  and  their  unassembled  distinctive 
parts. 

(9)  Armor  plates. 

(10)  War  ships  and  boats  and  their  unassembled  parts  specially  dis- 
tinctive as  suitable  for  use  only  in  a  vessel  of  war. 

(11)  Implements  and  apparatus  made  exclusively  for  the  manu- 
facture of  munitions  of  war,  for  the  manufacture  or  repair  of  arms  or 
of  military  material,  for  use  on  land  or  sea. 

Art.  XXIII.  Articles  and  materials  which  are  exclusively  used  for 
war  may  be  added  to  the  list  of  absolute  contraband  by  means  of  a 
notified  declaration. 

The  notification  is  addressed  to  the  Governments  of  other  Powers,  or 
to  their  representatives  accredited  to  the  Power  which  makes  the 
declaration.  A  notification  made  after  the  opening  of  hostilities  is 
addressed  only  to  neutral  Powers. 

Art.  XXIV.^  The  following  articles  and  materials  susceptible  of  use 
in  war  as  well  as  for  purposes  of  peace,  are  without  notice,*  regarded  as 
contraband  of  war,  imder  the  name  of  conditional  contraband:* 

(i)  Food. 

(2)  Forage  and  grain  suitable  for  feeding  animals. 

(3)  Clothing  and  fabric  for  clothing,  boots  and  shoes,  suitable  for 
military  use. 

I,  Foodituffs;  2,  Poraffe  and  all  kmda  of 
feeding  stuffs;  3.  Clothing,  fabrics  for  cloth- 
ing, and  boots  and  shoes,  suitable  for  use 
in  war;  4,  Wool  from  animals,  raw  or  dressed, 
together  with  woollen  carded  yams  and 
worsted  yams;  5.  Gold  and  silver,  in  coin 
or  bullion;  paper  money;  6.  Vdiides  of  all 
kinds,  e8i>ecially  all  motor  vehicles  available 
for  use  in  war,  and  their  component  parts; 

7,  Rubber  tires  for  motor  vehicles,  together 
with  all  articles  or  materials  especially  used 
in  the  manufacture  or  repair  of  rubber  tires; 

8,  Rubber  and  gutta-percha,  together  with 
goods  made  thereof;  9,  Railway  materials, 
both  fixed  and  rolling  stock,  and  materials 
for  telegraphs,  wireless  telegraphs,  and  tele- 

J>hones;  xo.  Fuel,  excepting  coal  and  coke; 
ubricants;  11,  Sulphur,  sulphuric  acid,  nitric 
acid:  la.  Honehoes  and  shoeing  materials; 
13,  The  tollowing  ores:  Wolframite,  sheelite, 
moljrbdenite,  nickel  ore,  chrome  ore,  luema- 
tite  iron  ore,  manganese  ore,  lead  ore;  14, 
The  following  metals:  Wolfram,  molyb- 
denum, vanaoium,  nickd.  selenium,  cobalt, 
hflsmatite  pig-iron,  manganese,  aluminium, 
copper:  15,  Antimony,  together  with  the 
sulphides  and  oxides  of  antimony;  16.  Perro 
alloys,  including  ferrowolfram,  ferromolyb- 
denum,  ferromanfinmese,  ferrovanadium. 
ferrochrome;  X7f  Harness  and  saddlery; 
18,  Leather,  treated  and  untreated,  when 
suitable  for  saddlery,  harness,  military  boots, 
or  military  clothing;  ig.  Tanning  materials 
of  all  kinds,  including  extracts  used  in  tan- 
ning; ao,  All  kinds  of  lumber,  rough  or 
treated,  especially  hewn,  sawed,  planed, 
fluted  (excepting  mining  lumber) ,  tar  of  char- 
coal; 21,  Vessels,  craft,  and  boats  of  all  kinds, 
floating  docks,  parts  of  docks,  and  their 
component  parts. 


1  See  first  note  to  Article  XXII. 

*See  note  2  on  page  607. 

*The  British  list  of  conditional  contra- 
band up  to  April  30,  X9i5»  was  as  follows: 

X,  Poodstutts*;  2,  Porage  and  feeding 
stuns  for  animals  *;  3.  Clothing,  fabrics  for 
clothing,  and  boots  and  shoes  suitable  for 
use  in  war;  4,  Gold  and  silver,  in  coin  or 
bullion;  paper  money;  5.  Vehicles  of  all 
lands,  other  than  motor  vehicles,  available 
for  use  in  war,  and  their  component  parts; 
6.  Vessds,  craft,  and  boats  of  all  kinds; 
floating  docks,  parts  of  docks,  and  their 
component  parts;  ?•  Railway  materials, 
both  fixed  and  rolling  stock,  and  materials 
for  telegraphs,  wireless  telegraphs,  and 
telephones;  8,  Puel,  other  than  mineral  oils, 
lubricants;  9,  Powder  and  explosives  not 
specially  prepared  for  use  in  war;  xo.  Horse- 
shoes and  shoeing  materials;  11,  Harness 
and  saddlery;  X2,  Hides  of  all  kinds,  dry  or 
wet;  pigskins,  raw  or  dressed;  leather,  un- 
dressed or  dressed,  suitable  for  saddJery, 
harness,  or  military  boots;  13,  Pield-^lasses, 
telescopes,  chronometers,  and  all  kmds  of 
nautical  instruments;  X4.  Tanning  sub- 
stances of  all  kinds  (including  extracts  for 
use  in  tanning. 

The  following  is  the  (German  list  of  con- 
ditional contraband  up  to  April  x8,  X915: 

*The  proclamation  of  March  xx.  1915. 
provides  that  "foodstuffs"  and  "feeding 
stuffs  for  animals"  "shall  be  deemed  to  in- 
clude oleasinous  seeds,  nuts,  and  kemels, 
animal  and  vegetable  oils,  and  fats  (other 
than  linseed  oil)  suitable  for  use  in  the  manu- 
facture of  margarine;  and  cakes  and  me^ 
made  from  oleaginous  seeds,  nuts,  and  ker- 
nels." 
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(4)  Gold  and  silver  in  coin  or  tnilHoo;  paper  money. 

(5)  Vdiides  of  all  kinds  available  for  use  in  war,  and  their  unassem* 
bled  parts. 

(6)  Vessels,  craft,  and  boats  of  all  kinds,  floating  docks,  parts  of 
docks,  as  also  their  unassembled  parts. 

(7)  Fixed  railway  material  and  rolling-stock,  and  material  for  tde- 
grs4>hs,  radiotelegraphs,  and  tdef^iones. 

(8)  Balloons  and  flying-machines  -and  their  miassembled  distinctive 
parts,  as  also  their  accessories,  articles  and  materials  distinctive  as  in- 
tended for  use  in  connection  with  balloons  or  flying-madiines. 

(9)  Fuel;   lubricants. 

(10)  Powder  and  explosives  which  are  not  specially  adapted  for  use 
in  war. 

(11)  Barbed  wire,  as  also  the  implements  for.  placing  and  cutting  the 
same. 

(ii)  Horseshoes  and  horseshoeing  materials. 

(13)  Harness  and  saddlery  material. 

(14)  Binocular  glasses,  telescopes,  chronometers,  and  all  kinds  of 
nautical  instruments. 

Art.  XXV.  Articles  and  materials  susceptible  cl  use  in  war  as  wdl 
as  for  purposes  of  peace,  and  other  than  those  enumerated  in  Articles 
XXII.  and  XXIV.,  may  be  added  to  the  list  of  conditional  contraband 
by  means  of  a  declaration,  which  must  be  notified  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided for  in  the  second  paragraph  of  Article  XXIII. 

Art.  XXVI.  If  a  Power  waives,  so  far  as  it  is  concerned,  the  right  to 
regard  as  contraband  of  war  articles  and  materials  which  are  comprised 
in  any  of  the  classes  enumerated  in  Articles  XXII.  and  XXFV.,  it  shall 
make  known  its  intention  by  a  declaration  notified  in  the  manner 
provided  for  in  the  second  paragraph  of  Article  XXIII. 

Art.  XXVII.  Articles  and  materials  which  are  not  susceptible  of  use 
in  war  are  not  to  be  declared  contraband  of  war. 

Art.  XXVIII.  The  following  are  not  to  be  declared  contraband  of 
war: 

(i)  Raw  cotton,  wool,  silk,  jute,  flax,  hemp,  and  other  raw  materials 
of  the  textile  industries,  and  also  yams  of  the  same. 

(2)  Nuts  and  oil  seeds;   copra. 

(3)  Rubber,  resins,  gumst  and  lacs;   hops. 

(4)  Raw  hides,  horns,  bones,  and  ivory. 

(5)  Natural  and  artificial  manures,  including  nitrates  and  phosphates 
for  agricultural  purposes. 

(6)  Metallic  ores. 

(7)  Earths,  clays,  lime,  chalk,  stone,  including  marble,  bricks,  slates, 
and  tiles. 

(8)  Chinaware  and  glass. 

(9)  Paper  and  materials  prepared  for  its  manufacture. 

(10)  Soap,  paint  and  colors,  including  articles  exclusively  used  in 
their  manufacture,  and  varnishes. 

(11)  Bleaching-powder,  soda  ash,  caustic  soda,  salt  cake,  ammonia, 
sulphate  of  ammonia,  and  sulphate  of  copper. 
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(12)  Agricultural,  mining,  textile,  and  printing  machinery. 

(13)  Precious  stones,  semi-precious  stones,  pearls,  mother-of-pearl, 
and  coral. 

(14)  Clocks  and  watches,  other  than  chronometers. 

(15)  Fashion  and  fancy  goods. 

(16)  Feathers  of  all  kinds,  hairs,  and  bristles. 

(17)  Articles  of  household  furniture  and  decoration;  office  fumittire 
and  accessories. 

Art.  XXIX.  Neither  are  the  following  to  be  regarded  as  contraband 
of  war: 

(i)  Articles  and  material's  serving  exclusively  for  the  care  of  the  sick 
and  wounded.  They  may,  nevertheless,  in  case  of  urgent  military 
necessity  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  compensation,  be  requisitioned, 
if  their  destination  is  that  specified  in  Article  XXX. 

(2)  Articles  and  materials  intended  for  the  use  of  the  vessel  in  which 
they  are  found,  as  well  as  those  for  the  use  of  her  crew  and  passengers 
during  the  voyage. 

Art.  XXX.  Absolute  contraband  is  liable  to  capttire  if  it  is  shown  to 
be  destined  to  territory  belonging  to  or  occupied  by  the  enemy,  or  to 
the  armed  forces  of  the  enemy.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  carriage 
of  the  goods  is  direct  or  entails  either  transhipment  or  transport  over 
land. 

Art.  XXXI.  Proof  of  the  destination  specified  in  Article  XXX.  is 
complete  in  the  following  cases: 

(i)  When  the  goods  are  documented  to  be  dischai^ged  in  a  port  of  the 
enemy^or  to  be  delivered  to  his  armed  forces. 

(2)  When  the  vessel  is  to  call  at  enemy  ports  only,  or  when  she  is  to 
touch  at  a  port  of  the  enemy  or  to  join  lus  armed  forces  before  arriving 
at  the  neutral  port  for  which  the  goods  are  documented. 

Art.  XXXII.  The  ship's  papers  are  complete  proof  of  the  voyage  of 
a  vessel  transporting  absolute  contraband,  unless  the  vessel  is  en- 
countered having  manifestly  deviated  from  the  route  which  she  ought 
to  follow  according  to  the  ship's  papers  and  being  tmable  to  justify  by 
sufficient  reason  such  deviation.^ 

Art.  XXXIIL*  Conditional  contraband  is  liable  to  capture  if  it  is  shown 
that  it  is  destined  for  the  use  of  the  armed  forces  or  of  a  government  de- 
partment of  the  enemy  State,  unless  in  this  latter  case  the  circumstances 


>  Modified  as  follows  bjr  Great  Britain: 
"A  neutral  vessel  which  succeeded  in 
carrying  contraband  to  the  enemy  with 
false  papers  may  be  detained  for  havins 
carried  such  contraband  if  she  is  encountered 
before  she  has  completed  her  return  voy- 
age." (Paragraph  2,  Order  in  Council, 
August  30,  1914.) 

"A  neutral  veuel,  with  papers  indicating 
a  neutral  destination,  which,  notwithstano- 
ing  the  destination  shown  on  the  papers, 
proceeds  to  an  enemy  i>ort.  shall  be  liable  to 
capture  and  condemnation  if  she  is  encoun- 
tered before  the  end  of  her  next  voyage.*' 
(Paragraph  i  (i).  Order  in  Council,  October 

*  Moufied  as  follows  by  Great  Britain: 
40 


"The  destination  referred  to  in  Article 
XXXIII.  mav  be  inferred  from  any  sufficient 
evidence,  and  (in  addition  to  the  presump- 
tiqn  laid  down  in  Article  XXXIV.)  shaU  be 
presumed  to  exist  if  the  goods  are  consigned 
to  or  for  an  agent  of  the  enemy  State  or  to  or 
for  a  merchant  or  other  person  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  authorities  of  the  enemy  State." 
(Paragraph  3,  Order  in  Omncil,  August  20, 
1914-) 

"The  destination  referred  to  in  Article 
XXXIII.  of  the  said  Declaration  ihaU  (in 
addition  to  the  presumptions  laid  down  in 
Article  XXXIV.)  be  presumed  to  exist  if  the 
goods  are  consigned  to  or  for  an  agent  of  the 
enemy  State."  (Paragraph  I  (ii).  Order  in 
Council,  October  29,  19x4. 
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show  that  the  articles  cannot  in  fact  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  War 
in  progress.  This  latter  exception  does  not  apply  to  a  consignment 
coming  under  Article  XXIV.  j[4). 

Art.  XXXIV.i  There  is  presumption  of  the  destination  referred  to  in 
Article  XXXIII.  if  the  consignment  is  addressed  to  enemy  authorities,  or 
to  a  merchant  established  in  the  enemy  country,  and  when  it  is  weU 
known  that  this  merchant  suppUes  articles  and  materials  of  this  kind 
to  the  enemy.  The  presumption  is  the  same  if  the  consignment  is 
destined  to  a  fortified  place  of  the  enemy,  or  to  another  place  serving 
as  a  base  for  the  armed  forces  of  the  enemy;  this  presumption,  however, 
does  not  apply  to  the  merchant  vessel  herself  bound  for  one  of  these 
places  and  of  which  vessel  it  is  sought  to  show  the  contraband  charact^*. 

Failing  the  above  prestimptions,  the  destination  is  presumed  innocent. 

The  presiunptions  laid  down  in  this  Article  admit  proof  to  the  con- 
trary.* 

Art.  XXXV.'  Conditional  contraband  is  not  liable  to  capture,  ex- 
cept when  on  board  a  vessel  botmd  for  territory  belonging  to  or  occu- 
pied by  the  enemy,  or  for  the  armed  forces  of  tiie  enemy,  and  when  it 
is  not  to  be  discharged  at  an  intervening  neutral  port. 

The  ship's  papers  are  conclusive  proof  of  the  voyage  of  the  vessel,  as 


>See  note  2  on  page  61  x. 

*  Modified  as  follows  by  Germany: 

"In  the  absence  of  conditions  to  the  con- 
trary, the  hostile  destination  ...  is  to  be 
presumed  when  M)  the  goods  are  consigned 
to  an  enemy  autnority  or  the  agent  of  such 
or  to  a  dealer  shown  to  have  supuied  articles 
of  the  kind  in  question  or  products  thereof 
to  the  armed  forces  or  the  administrative 
authorities  of  the  enemy  state;  iB)  the  goods 
are  consigned  to  order  or  the  ship's  pax>ers 
do  not  dbow  who  is  the  consignee  or  the 
goods  axe  consigned  to  a  person  in  territory 
bdonging  to  or  occupied  by  the  enemy: 
(Q  uie  goods  are  destined  for  an  armed 
place  dt  tne  enemy  or  a  place  serving  as  a 
base  of  operations  or  supplies  to  the  armed 
forces  of  the  enemy. 

"Merchant  vessels  themselves  are  not  to 
be  considered  as  destined  for  the  armed 
forces  or  the  administrative  authorities  of 
the  enemy  solely  for  the  reason  that  they 
are  found  en  route  to  one  of  the  places  re- 
ferred to  under  letter  C."  (Article  XXXIII.  of 
German  prize  ordinance,  revised  April  i8« 

19  IS.) 

*  Modified  as  follows  by  Great  Britain: 
"Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Arti- 
cle XXXV.  of  the  said  Declaration,  condi- 
tional contraband;  if  shown  to  have  the  desti- 
nation referred  to  in  Article  XXXII.,  is  liable 
to  capture,  to  whatever  port  the  vessd  is 
bound  and  at  whatever  port  the  cargo  is  to 
be  dischaxged."  (Paragraph  St  Order  in 
Oxmdl,  August  ao,  1914.) 

"  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Arti- 
cle XXXV.  of  the  said  Declaration,  condi- 
tional contraband  shall  be  liable  to  capture 
on  board  a  vessel  bound  for  a  neutral  port 
if  the  ^oods  are  consigned  "to  order,"  or  if 
the  ship's  papers  do  not  show  who  is  the 
consignee  of  the  goods,  or  if  they  show  a 


consignee  of  the  goods  in  territoiy  bdoogtng 
to  or  occupied  by  the  enemv. 

"In  the  cases  covered  by  the  preceding 
paragnph.  it  ^all  lie  upon  the  ownen  of 
the  ^poods  to  prove  that  their  destination 
was  innocent.  (Paragraph  i  (iil  and  iv). 
Order  in  Council,  October  J9,  1914.) 

"Where  it  is  shown  to  the  satisfaction  of 
one  of  His  Majesty's  Princii>al  Secretaries  of 
State  that  the  enemy  Cvovemment  is  draw- 
ing surolies  for  its  armed  forces  from  or 
througn  a  neutral  country,  he  may  direct 
that  in  respect  of  ships  bound  for  a  port  in 
that  country  Article  XXXV.  of  the  said 
Declaration  shall  not  apply.  Such  direction 
shall  be  notified  in  the  London  Cautte  and 
shall  operate  until  the  same  is  withdrawn. 
So  long  as  such  direction  is  in  force,  a  veasd 
which  is  carrving  conditional  contraband 
to  a  port  in  that  country  shall  not  be  im- 
mime  from  capture."  (Paragraph  2,  Order 
in  Council,  October  29,  1914.) 

Modified  as  follows  by  Cxermany: 

"Articles  of  conditional  contraband  are 
liable  to  seisure  only  on  a  vessel  en  route  to 
territory  belonging  to  or  occupied  by  the 
enemy  or  to  the  armed  forces  of  the  enemy, 
and  such  vessel  is  not  intended  to  unload 
these  articles  in  an  intermediate  neutral 
port — ^that  is  to  say,  in  a  port  at  which  the 
vessel  is  to  call  previous  to  teaching  the 
ultimate  destination  designated. 

"This  parac[raph  shall  not  applv  if  the 
conditions  provided  in  Article  XXaIiI..  letter 
B  (see  note  to  Artide  XXXIII.,  above),  are 
present  or  if  the  vessel  is  bound  for  a  neutral 
country  with  regard  to  which  it  is  diown  that 
the  enemy  government  draws  articles  of  the 
kind  in  question  from  that  country."  (Arti- 
cle XXXV.  of  German  prise  ordmanoe,  re- 
vised April  18,  I9i5>) 
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also  of  the  port  of  discharge  of  the  goods,  unless  the  vessel  is  encountered 
having  manifestly  deviated  from  the  route  which  she  ought  to  follow 
according  to  the  ship's  papers  and  being  unable  to  justify  by  sufficient 
reason  such  deviation. 

Art.  XXXVI.  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  Article  XXXV.,  if 
the  territory  of  the  enemy  has  no  seaboard,  conditional  contraband  is 
liable  to  capture  if  it  is  shown  that  it  has  the  destination  referred  to  in 
Article  XXXIII. 

Art.  XXXVII.  A  vessel  carrying  articles  liable  to  capture  as  absolute 
or  conditional  contraband  may  be  captured  on  the  high  seas  or  in  the 
territorial  waters  of  the  belU|:erents  throughout  the  whole  course  of  her 
voyage,  even  if  she  has  the  mtention  to  touch  at  a  port  of  call  before 
reaching  the  hostile  destination. 

Art.  XXXVIII. ^  A  capture  is  not  to  be  made  on  the  ground  of  a 
carriage  of  contraband  previously  accomplished  and  at  the  time  com- 
pleted. 

Art.  XXXIX.  Contraband  is  liable  to  condemnation. 

Art.  XL.  The  confiscation  of  the  vessel  carrying  contraband  is  al- 
lowed if  the  contraband  forms,  either  by  value,  by  weight,  by  voliune, 
or  by  freight,  more  than  half  the  cargo. 

Art.  XLI.  If  a  vessel  carrying  contraband  is  released,  the  expenses 
incurred  by  the  captor  in  the  trial  before  the  national  prize  court,  as 
also  for  the  preservation  and  custody  of  the  ship  and  cargo  dtuing  the 
proceedings,  are  chargeable  against  the  ship. 

Art.  XLII.  Goods  which  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  contraband  and 
which  are  on  board  the  same  vessel  are  liable  to  condemnation. 

Art.  XLIII.  If  a  vessel  is  encountered  at  sea  making  a  voyage  in 
ignorance  of  the  hostilities  or  of  the  declaration  of  contraband  aJSFecting 
her  cargo,  the  contraband  is  not  to  be  condemned  except  with  in- 
demnity; the  vessel  herself  and  the  remainder  of  the  cargo  are  exempt 
from  condemnation  and  from  the  expenses  referred  to  in  Article  XLI. 
The  case  is  the  same  if  the  master  after  becoming  aware  of  the  opening 
of  hostilities,  or  of  the  declaration  of  contraband,  has  not  yet  been 
able  to  discharge  the  contraband. 

A  vessel  is  deemed  to  be  aware  of  the  state  of  war,  or  of  the  declara- 
tion of  contraband,  if  she  left  a  neutral  port  after  there  had  been  made  in 
sufficient  time  the  notification  of  the  opening  of  hostilities,  or  of  the 
decUeration  of  contraband,  to  the  Power  to  which  such  port  belongs.  A 
vessel  is  also  deemed  to  be  aware  of  a  state  of  war  if  she  left  an  enemy 
port  after  the  opening  of  hostilities. 

Art.  XLIV.  A  vessel  stopped  because  carrying  contraband,  and  not 
liable  to  condemnation  on  account  of  the  proportion  of  contraband, 
may,  according  to  circumstances,  be  allowed  to  continue  her  voyage 
if  the  master  is  ready  to  deliver  the  contraband  to  the  belligerent  ship. 

The  delivery  of  the  contraband  is  to  be  entered  by  the  captor  on  the 

^  Modified  as  tcXLom  by  Germany:  to  the  indications  of  the  ship's  napen.  it 

'*A   vessel   cannot  be  captured    on   the       shall  be  liable  to  capture  and  conoemnatlon 


ground  of  an  already  completed  voyage  car-  until  the  end  of  the  war."  (Article  XL.  of 
ryinf;  contraband.  If,  however,  the  vessel  Gennan  prise  ordinance,  revised  April  1% 
earned  contraband  to  the  enemy  contrary       1915.) 
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log-book  of  the  vessel  stopped,  and  the  master  of  the  vessel  must  fur- 
niih  the  captor  duly  certified  copies  of  all  relevant  papers. 

The  captor  is  at  liberty  to  destroy  the  contraband  which  is  thus  de- 
livered to  him. 

Chapter  III— Unneutral  Service 

Art.  XLV.  A  neutral  vessel  is  liable  to  be  condemned  and,  in  a  gen- 
eral way,  is  liable  to  the  same  treatment  which  a  neutral  vessel  would 
tmdergo  when  liable  to  condemnation  on  account  of  contraband  of  war: 

(i)  If  she  is  making  a  voyage  especially  with  a  view  to  the  transport 
of  individual  passengers  who  are  embodied  in  the  armed  force  of  the 
enemy,  or  with  a  view  to  the  transmission  of  information  in  the  interest 
of  the  enemy. 

(2)  If,  vnih  the  knowledge  of  the  owner,  of  the  one  who  diarters  the 
vessel  entire,  or  of  the  master,  she  is  transporting  a  military  detach- 
ment of  the  enemy,  or  one  or  more  persons  who,  during  the  voyage,  lend 
direct  assistance  to  the  operations  of  the  enemy. 

In  the  cases  specified  in  the  preceding  paragraphs  (i)  and  (2),  goods 
belonging  to  the  owner  of  the  vessel  are  likewise  hable  to  condemnation. 

The  provisions  of  the  present  Article  do  not  apply  if  when  the  vessel 
is  encountered  at  sea  she  is  imaware  of  the  opening  of  hostilities,  or  if 
the  master,  after  becoming  aware  of  the  opening  of  hostilities,  has  not 
been  able  to  disembark  the  passengers.  Tlie  vessel  is  deemed  to  know 
of  the  state  of  war  if  she  left  an  enemy  port  after  the  opening  of  hostili- 
ties, or  a  neutral  port  after  there  had  been  made  in  sufficient  time  a 
notification  of  the  opening  of  hostilities  to  the  Power  to  which  such 
port  belongs. 

Art.  XLVI.  A  neutral  vessel  is  liable  to  be  condemned  and,  in  a 
general  way,  is  liable  to  the  same  treatment  which  she  would  undergo 
i  she  were  a  merchant  vessel  of  the  enemy: 

(i)  If  she  takes  a  direct  part  in  the  hostilities. 

(2)  If  she  is  under  the  orders  or  under  th^  control  of  an  agent  placed 
on  board  by  the  enemy  Government. 

(3)  If  she  is  chartered  entire  by  the  enetny  Government. 

(4)  If  she  is  at  the  time  and  exclusively  dither  devoted  to  the  trans- 
port of  enemy  troops  or  to  the  transmissioh  of  information  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  enemy. 

In  the  cases  specified  in  the  present  Article,  the  goods  belonging  to 
the  owner  of  the  vessel  are  likewise  liable  to  condemnation. 

Art.  XLVII.  Any  individual  embodied  in  the  armed  force  of  the 
enemy,  and  who  is  found  on  board  a  neutral  merchant  vessel,  may  be 
made  a  prisoner  of  war,  even  though  there  be  no  ground  for  the  capture 
of  the  vessel. 

Chapter  IV— Destruction  or  Neutral  Prizes 

Art.  XLVIII.  A  captured  neutral  vessel  is  not  to  be  destroyed  by 
the  captor,  but  must  be  taken  into  such  port  as  is  proper  in  <nder  to 
determine  there  the  rights  as  regards  tiie,  validity  of  the  capture. 
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Art.  XLIX.  As  an  exception,  a  neutral  vessel  captured  by  a  belliger- 
ent ship,  and  which  would  be  liable  to  condemnation,  may  be  destroyed 
if  the  observance  of  Article  XLVIII.  would  involve  danger  to  the  ^p 
of  war  or  to  the  success  of  the  operations  in  which  she  is  at  the  time 
engaged. 

Art.  L.  Before  the  destruction^  the  persteis  on  board  must  be  placed 
in  safety,  and  all  the  ship's  papers  and  other  documents  which  those 
interested  consider  relevant  for  the  decision  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
capture  must  be  taken  on  )x»rd  the  ship  of  war. 

Art.  LI.  A  captor  who  has  destroyed  a  neutral  vessel  must,  as  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  any  decision  upon  the  validity  of  the  capture,  es- 
tablish in  fact  that  he  only  acted  in  the  face  of  an  exceptional  necessity 
such  as  is  contemplated  in  Article  XLIX.  Failing  to  do  this,  he  must 
compensate  the  parties  interested  without  examination  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  capture  was  valid. 

Art.  LIT.  If  the  capture  of  a  neutral  vessel,  of  which  the  destruction 
has  been  justified,  is  subsequently  held  to  be  invalid,  the  captor  must 
compensate  those  interested,  in  place  of  the  restitution  to  which  they 
would  have  been  entitled. 

Art.  LIII.  If  neutral  goods  which  were  not  liable  to  condemnation 
have  been  destroyed  with  the  vessel,  the  owner  of  such  goods  is  entitled 
to  compensation. 

Art.  LIV.  The  captor  has  the  right  to  require  the  giving  up  of,  or 
to  proceed  to  destroy,  goods  liable  to  condemnation  found  on  board  a 
ve^d  which  herself  is  not  liable  to  condemnation,  provided  that  the 
circumstances  are  such  a$,  according  to  Article  XLIX.,  justify  the 
destruction  of  a  vessel  liable  ta  condemnation.  The  captor  enters  the 
goods  delivered  or  destroyed  in  the  log-book  of  th^  vessel  stopped,  and 
must  procure  from  the  master  duly  certified  copies  of  all  relevant  papers. 
When  the  giving  up  or  destruction  has  been  completed,  and  the  for- 
malities have  beien  fulfilled,  the  master  must  be  allowed  to  continue 
his  voyage. 

The  provisions  of  Articles  LI.  and  LII.  respecting  the  obligations  of 
a  captor  who  has  destroyed  a  neutral  vessel  are  applicable. 

Chapter  V— Transfer  of  Flag 

Art.  LV.  The  transfer  of  an  enemy  vessel  to  a  neutral  flag,  effected 
before  the  opening  of  hostilities,  is  valid,  unless  it  is  proved  that  such 
transfer  was  made  in  order  to  evade  the  consequences  which  the  enemy 
diaracter  of  the  vessel  would  involve.  There  is,  however,  a  presump- 
tion that  the  transfer  is  void  if  the  bill  of  sale  is  not  on  board  in  case 
the  vessel  has  lost  her  belligerent  nationality  less  than  sixty  days  be- 
fore the  opening  of  hostilities.    Proof  to  the  contrary  is  admitted. 

There  is  absdute  presumption  of  the  validity  of  a  transfer  effected 
more  than  thirty  days  before  the  opening  of  hostilities  if  it  is  absolute, 
complete,  conforms  to  the  laws  of  the  countries  concerned,  and  if  its 
effect  is  such  that  the  control  of  the  vessel  and  the  profits  of  her  employ- 
ment do  not  remain  in  the  same  hands  as  before  the  transfer.    If,  how- 
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ever^  the  vessel  lost  her  belligerent  nationality  less  than  sixty  days  be- 
fore the  opening  of  hostilities,  and  if  the  bill  of  sale  is  not  on  boafdi  the 
capture  of  the  vessel  would  not  give  a  right  to  compensation. 

Art.  LVI.  The  transfer  of  an  enemy  vessel  to  a  neutral  flag,  effected 
after  the  opening  of  hostilities,  is  void  unless  it  is  proved  that  such 
transfer  was  not  made  in  order  to  evade  the  consequences  which  the 
enemy  character  of  the  vessel  would  involve. 
There  is,  however,  absolute  presumption  that  a  transfer  is  void: 
(i)  If  the  transfer  has  been  made  during  a  voyage  or  in  a  blockaded 
port. 

(2)  If  there  is  a  right  of  redemption  or  of  reversion. 

(3)  If  the  requirements  upon  which  the  right  to  fly  the  flag  depends 
according  to  the  laws  of  the  coimtry  of  the  flag  hoisted  have  not  been 
observed. 

Chapter  VI — ^Enemy  Character 

Art.  LVII.  Subject  to  the  provisions  respecting  the  transfer  of  flag, 
the  neutral  or  enemy  character  of  a  vessel  is  determined  by  the  flag 
which  she  has  the  right  to  fly. 

The  case  in  which  a  neutral  vessel  is  engaged  in  a  trade  which  is 
reserved  in  time  of  peace,  remains  outside  the  scope  of,  and  is  in  no 
wise  affected  by,  this  rule. 

Art.  LVIII.  The  neutral  or  enemy  character  of  goods  fotmd  on  board 
an  enemy  vessel  is  determined  by  the  neutrsd  or  enony  character  of  the 
owner. 

Art.  LIX.  If  the  neutral  character  of  goods  found  on  board  an 
enemy  vessel  is  not  proven,  they  are  presumed  to  be  enemy  goods. 

Art.  LX.  The  enemy  character  of  goods  on  board  an  enemy  vesel 
continues  until  they  reach  their  destination,  notwithstan^g  an  inter- 
vening transfer  after  the  opening  of  hostilities  while  the  goods  are  bdng 
forwarded. 

If,  however,  prior  to  the  capture,  a  former  neutral  owner  exercises, 
on  the  bankruptcy  of  a  present  enemy  owner,  a  legal  right  to  recover 
the  goods,  they  r^^ain  their  neutral  character. 

Chapter  VII — Convoy 

Art.  LXI.  Neutral  vessels  under  convoy  of  their  natural  flag  are 
exempt  from  search.  The  commander  of  a  convoy  gives,  in  writing,  at 
the  request  of  the  commander  of  a  belligerent  ship  of  war,  aU  informa- 
tion as  to  the  character  of  the  vessels  and  their  cargoes,  which  could 
be  obtained  by  visit  and  search. 

Art.  LXI  I.  If  the  commander  of  the  belUgerent  ship  of  war  has 
reason  to  suspect  that  the  confidence  of  the  commander  of  the  convoy 
has  been  abused,  he  commimicates  his  suspicions  to'  him.  In  such  a 
case  it  is  for  the  commander  of  the  convoy  alone  to  conduct  an  investiga- 
tion. He  must  state  the  result  of  such  investigation  in  a  report,  oi 
which  a  copy  is  furnished  to  the  officer  of  the  ship  of  war.  If,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  commander  of  the  convoy,  the  facts  thus  stated  justify 
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the  capture  of  one  or  more  vessels,  the  protection  of  the  convoy  mtist  be 
withdraLwn  from  such  vessels.  ^ 

Chapter  VIII — ^Resistance  to  Search 

Art.  LXIII.  Forcible  resistance  to  the  legitimate  exercise  of  the 
right  of  stoppage,  visit  and  search,  and  capture,  involves  in  all  cases 
the  condemnation  of  the  vessel.  The  cargo  is  liable  to  the  same  treat- 
ment whidi  the  cargo  of  an  enemy  vessel  would  tmdergo.  Goods  be- 
longing to  the  master  or  owner  of  the  vessel  are  regarded  as  enemy 
go^. 

Chapter  IX — Compensation 

Art.  LXIV.  If  the  capture  of  a  vessel  or  of  goods  is  not  upheld  by 
the  prize  court,  or  if  without  being  brought  to  judgment  the  captured 
vessel  is  released,  those  interested  have  the  right  to  compensation,  un- 
less there  were  sufficient  reasons  for  capturing  the  vessel  or  goods. 


Final  Provisions 

Art.  LXV.  The  provisions  of  the  present  Declaration  form  an  in- 
divisible whole. 

Art.  LXVI.  The  signatory  Powers  undertake  to  secure  the  recipro- 
cal observance  of  the  rules  contained  in  this  Declaration  in  case  of  a  war 
in  which  the  belligerents  are  all  parties  to  this  Declaration.  They  will 
therefore  issue  the  necessary  instructions  to  their  authorities  and  to 
their  armed  forces,  and  will  take  the  measures  which  are  proper  in 
order  to  guarantee  the  application  of  the  Declaration  by  their  courts, 
and  more  particularly  by  their  prize  courts. 

Art.  LXVII.  The  present  Declaration  shall  be  ratified  as  soon  as 
possible.* 

The  ratifications  shall  be  deposited  in  London. 

The  first  deposit  of  ratifications  shall  be  recorded  in  a  Protocol  signed 
by  the  Representatives  of  the  Powers  taking  part  therein,  and  by  His 
Britannic  Majesty's  Principal  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs. 

The  subse(|uent  deposits  of  ratifications  shall  be  made  by  means  of 
a  written  notification  addressed  to  the  British  Govenunent,  and  accom- 
panied by  the  instrument  of  ratification. 

A  duly  certified  copy  of  the  Protocol  relating  to  the  first  deposit  of 


>  The  final  Protocol,  omitted  in  this  reprint, 
contains  the  following  wish: 

"The  Delegates  of  Powers  represented  at 
the  Naval  Conference  whidh  have  signed  or 
expressed  the  intention  of  signing  the  Con- 
vention of  The  Hague  of  the  i8th  October, 
I907t  for  the  establishment  of  an  Inter- 
national Prize  Court,  having  regard  to  the 
difficulties  of  a  constitutional  nature  which, 
in  some  States,  present  obstacles  to  the 
ratification  of  that  Convention  in  its  present 
form,  agree  to  call  the  attention  of  their 
respective  Governments  to  the  advantage 
of  concluding  an  arrangement  under  which 


such  States  would  have  the  power,  at  the 
time  of  depositing  their  ratifications,  to  add 
thereto  a  reservation  to  the  effect  that  the 
right  to  resort  to  the  International  Prize 
Court  in  respect  of  decisions  of  their  National 
Tribunals  shall  take  the  form  of  a  direct 
claim  for  indemnity  provided  always  that  the 
effect  of  this  reservation  shall  not  be  such 
as  to  impair  the  rights  secured  under  the 
said  Convention  either  to  individuals  or  to 
their  Governments,  and  that  the  terms  of 
the  reservation  shall  form  the  subject  of  a 
subsequent  understanding  between  the 
Powers  signatory  of  that  Convention." 
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ratifications,  and  of  the  notifications  mentibned  in  the  preceding  para- 
graph, as  well  as  of  the  instruments  of  ratification  which  accompany 
them,  shall  be  immediately  sent  by  the  British  Government,  through 
the  diplomatic  channel,  to  the  signatory  Powers.  The  said  Govern- 
ment shall,  in  the  cases  contemplated  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  in- 
form them  at  the  same  time  of  the  date  on  which  it  received  the  notifi- 
cation. 

Art.  LXVIII.  The  present  Declaration  shall  take  effect,  in  the  case 
of  the  Powers  which  were  parties  to  the  first  deposit  of  ratifications,  sixty 
days  after  the  date  of  the  Protocol  recording  such  deposit,  and,  in  the 
case  of  the  Powers  which  shall  ratify  subsequently,  sixty  days  after  the 
notification  of  their  ratification  shaU  have  been  received  by  the  British 
Government. 

Art.  LXIX.  In  the  event  of  one  of  the  signatory  Powers  wishing  to 
denounce  the  present  Declaration,  such  denunciation  can  only  be  n^e 
to  take  effect  at  the  end  of  a  period  of  twelve  years,  beginning  sixty 
days  after  the  first  deposit  of  ratifications,  and,  after  that  time,  at  the 
end  of  successive  periods  of  six  years,  of  which  the  first  will  b^;in  at 
the  end  of  the  period  of  twelve  years. 

Such  denunciation  must  be  notified  in  writing,  at  least  one  year  in 
advance,  to  the  British  Government,  which  shall  inform  all  the  other 
Powers. 

It  will  only  operate  in  respect  of  the  Power  which  shall  have  made  the 
notification. 

Art.  LXX.  The  Powers  represented  at  the  London  Naval  Conference 
attach  particular  value  to  the  general  recognition  of  the  rules  which 
they  have  adopted,  and  express  the  hope  that  the  Powers  which  were 
not  represented  there  will  adhere  to  the  present  Declaration.  They 
request  the  British  Government  to  invito  them  to  do  so. 

A  Power  which  desires  to  adhere  notifies  its  intention  in  writing  to 
the  British  Government,  in  transmitting  the  act  of  adhesion,  which  wiU 
be  deposited  in  the  archives  of  the  said  Government. 

The  said  Govjemment  shall  forthwith  transmit  to  all  the  other  Powers 
a  duly  certified  copy  of  the  notification,  as  also  of  the  act  of  adhesion, 
stating  the  date  on  which  such  notification  was  received.  The  adhesion 
takes  effect  sixty  days  after  such  date. 

The  position  of  the  adhering  Powers  shall  be  in  all  matters  concerning 
this  Declaration  similar  to  the  position  of  the  signatory  Powers. 

Art.  LXXI.  The  present  Dieclaration,  which  shall  bear  the  date  of 
the  26th  February,  1909,  may  be  signed  in  London  imtil  the  30th  June, 
1909,  by  the  Plenipotentiaries  of  the  Powers  represented  at  the  Naval 
Qmference. 

In  faith  whereof  the  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the  present  Declara- 
tion and  have  thereto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done  at  London,  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  February,  one  thousand 
nine  hundred  and  nine,  in  a  single  original,  which  shall  remain  deposited 
in  the  archives  of  the  British  Government,  and  of  which  duly  certified 
copies  shall  be  sent  through  the  diplomatic  channel  to  the  Powers  rep- 
resented at  the  Naval  Conference, 
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A  PROCLAMATION 

By  THE  President  of  the  United  States  of  America 

Whereas  a  Convention  between  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Dominican  Republic  providing  for  the  mutual  extradition  of  fugi- 
tives from  justice  was  concluded  and  signed  by  their  respective  Pleni- 
potentiaries at  Santo  Domingo,  on  the  nineteenth  day  of  June,  one 
thousand  nine  hundred  and  nine,  the  original  of  which  Ccnivention, 
being  in  the  English  and  Spanish  languages  is,  as  amended  by  the  Senate 
of  the  United  States,  word  for  word,  as  follows: 

The  United  States  of  America  and  the  Dominican  Republic,  having 
judged  it  expedient,  with  a  view  to  the  better  administration  of  justice 
and  to  the  prevention  of  crimes  within  their  respective  territories  and 
jurisdictions,  that  persons  convicted  of  or  charged  with  the  crimes  herein- 
after spedfied,  and  being  fugitives  from  justice,  should,  under  certain 
circumstances,  be  reciprocally  delivered  up,  have  resolved  to  conclude 
a  convention  for  that  purpose,  and  have  appointed  as  their  plenipo- 
tentiaries: 

The  President  of  the  United  States  of  America,  Penton  R.  McCreery, 
Minister  Resident  and  Consul  General  of  the  United  States  of  America, 
and  the  President  of  the  Dominican  Republic,  Don  Emilio  Tejera 
Bonetti,  Acting  Secretary  of  State  for  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Dominican 
Republic,  who,  after  reciprocal  commimication  oi  their  full  powers, 
found  in  good  and  due  form,  have  agreed  upon  the  following  articles, 
to  wit: 

Article  I 

It  is  agreed  that  the  Government  of  the  United  States  and  the  Gov- 
ernment of  the  Dominican  Republic  shall,  upon  mutual  requisition 
duly  made  as  herein  provided,  deliver  up  to  justice  any  person  who 
may  be  diai^^  with,  or  may  have  been  convicted  of,  any  of  the  crimes 
specified  in  article  two  of  this  Convention  committed  within  the  juris- 
diction of  one  of  the  Contracting  Parties  while  said  person  was  actually 
within  such  jurisdiction  when  the  .crime  was  committed,  and  who  shall 
seek  an  asylum  or  shall  be  found  within  the  territories  of  the  other. 
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provided  that  such  surrender  shall  take  place  only  upon  such  evidence  d 
criminality  as,  according  to  the  laws  of  the  place  where  the  fugitive 
or  person  so  charged  shall  be  found,  would  justify  his  apprehension  and 
commitment  for  trial  if  the  crime  or  offence  had  been  there  committed. 


Article  II 

Persons  shall  be  delivered  up,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this 
Convention,  who  shall  have  been  charged  with  or  convicted  of  any 
of  the  following  crimes: 

1.  Murder,  comprehending  the  critties  designated  by  the  terms  of 
parricide,  assassination,  manslaughter,  when  voluntary,  poisoning,  or 
infanticide. 

2.  The  attempt  to  commit  murder. 

3.  Rape,  abortion,  carnal  knowledge  of  children  under  the  age  of 
twelve  years.  , 

4.  Bigamy. 

5.  Arson. 

6.  Wilful  and  unlawful  destruction  or  obstruction  of  railroads  which 
endangers  human  life. 

7.  Crimes  committed  at  sea: 

(a)  Piracy,  as  commonly  known  and  defined  by  the  laws  of  Nations; 

(b)  Wron^uUy  sinking  or  destroying  a  vessel  at  sea  or  attempting 
to  do  so; 

(c)  Mutiny  or  conspiracy  by  two  or  more  members  of  the  crew  or 
other  persons  on  board  of  a  vessel  on  the  high  seas,  for  the  purpose  of 
rebelling  against  the  authority  of  the  Captain  or  Commander  of  such 
vessel,  or  by  fraud  or  violence  taking  possession  of  such  vessel; 

(i)  Assault  on  board  ships  upon  the  high  seas  with  intent  to  do 
bodily  harm. 

8.  Burglary,  defined  to  be  the  act  of  breaking  into  and  entering  the 
house  of  another  in  the  night-time  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony 
therein. 

9.  The  act  of  breaking  into  and  entering  into  the  offices  of  the  Gov- 
ernment and  public  authorities,  or  the  offices  of  banks,  banking  houses, 
saving-banks,  trust  companies,  insurance  companies,  or  other  buildings 
not  dwellings,  with  intent  to  commit  a  felony  therein. 

10.  Robl^ry,  defined  to  be  the  act  of  feloniously  and  forcibly  taking 
from  the  person  of  another  goods  or  mbney  by  violence  or  by  putting 
him  in  fear. 

11.  Forgery  or  the  utterance  of  forged  papers. 

12.  The  forgery  or  falsification  of  the  official  acts  of  the  Government 
or  public  authority,  including  Courts  of  Justice,  or  the  uttering  or 
fraudulent  use  of  any  of  the  same. 

13.  The  fabrication  of  counterfeit  money,  whether  coin  or  paper, 
counterfeit  titles  or  coupons  of  public  debt,  created  by  National,  State, 
Provincial,  Territorial,  Local,  or  Municipal  Governments,  bank-notes  or 
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Other  instruments  of  public  credit,  counterfeit  seals,  stamps,  dies,  and 
marks  of  State  or  public  administrations,  and  the  utterance,  circulation, 
or  fraudulent  use  of  the  above-mentioned  objects. 

14.  Embezzlement  or  criminal  malversation  conmiitted  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  one  or  the  other  party  by  public  officers  or  depositaries, 
where  the  amount  embezzled  exceeds  two  hundred  dollars. 

15.  Embezzlement  by  any  person  or  persons  hired,  salaried,  or  em- 
ployed,  to  the  detriment  of  their  employers  or  principals,  when  the  crime 
or  (^ence  is  punishable  by  imprisonment  or  other  corporal  punishment 
by  the  laws  of  both  countries,  and  where  the  amount  embezzled  exceeds 
two  hundred  dollars. 

16.  Kidnapping  of  minors  or  adults,  defined  to  be  the  abduction  or 
detention  of  a  person  or  persons,  in  order  to  exact  money  from  them 
or  their  families,  or  for  any  other  unlawful  end. 

17.  Larceny,  defined  to  be  the  theft  of  effects,  personal  property, 
or  money  of  the  value  of  twenty-five  dollars  or  more. 

18.  Obtaining  money,  valuable  securities,  or  other  property  by 
false  pretences,  or  receiving  any  money,  valuable  securities,  or  other 
property,  knowing  the  same  to  have  been  unlawfully  obtained,  where 
the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of  the  property  so  obtained  or  received 
exceeds  two  hundred  dollars. 

19.  Perjury  or  subornation  of  perjury. 

20.  Fraud  or  breach  of  trust  by  a  bailee,  banker,  agent,  factor, 
trustee,  executor,  administrator,  guardi^,  director  or  officer  of  any 
Company  or  Corporation,  or  by  any  one  in  any  fiduciary  position, 
where  the  amount  of  money  or  the  value  of  the  property  misapproprifited 
exc^s  two  bundr^  dollars. 

21.  Crimes  and  offences  against  the  laws  of  both  countries  for  the 
suppression  of  slavery  ^d  slave-trading. 

22.  The  extradition  is  also  to  take  place  for  participation  in  any  of 
the  aforesaid  crimes  as  an  accessory  before  or  after  the  fact,  provided 
such  participation  be  punishable  by  imprisonment  by  the  laws  of  both 
Contracting  Parties. 


ASTICLE  III 

The  provisions  of  this  Convention  shall  not  import  claim  of  extradi- 
tion for  any  crime  or  offence  of  a  politic^  cb^acter,  ^(x^  for  f^rts  con- 
nected with  such  crimes  or  offences;  and  no  persons  surrendered  t^v  or 
to  either  of  the  Contracting  Parties  in  virtue  of  this  Convention  sn^ 
be  tried  or  punished  for  a  ^litical  crime  or  offence.  When  the  offence 
charged  comprises  the  act  either  of  murder  or  assassination  or  of  poison- 
ing, either  consunmiated  or  attempted,  the  fact  that  the  offence  was 
cofomttei  or  ^tt^mpt^  ags^inst  the  life  of  the  Sovereign  or  Head  qf  a 
foreign  Statf^  or  ag^msf  the  life  of  any  member  of  his  family,  shall  not 
be  deemed  sufficient  to  sustain  that  such  a  crime  or  offence  was  of  a 
political  chf^'acter,  or  was  an  act  connected  with  crimes  or  offences  of  a 
political  character. 
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A&TicLE  rv 

No  persons  shall  be  tried  for  any  crime  or  offence  other  than  that  for 
which  he  was  surrendered. 

Akticle  V 

A  fugitive  criminal  shall  not  be  surrendered  under  the  provisions 
hereof  when,  from  lapse  of  time  or  other  lawful  cause,  according  to 
the  laws  of  the  place  within  the  jurisdiction  of  which  the  crime  was 
committed,  the  criminal  is  exempt  from  prosecution  or  punishment 
for  the  offence  for  which  the  surrender  is  a^ed. 


AsfiCLE  VI 

If  a  fugitive  criminal  whose  surrender  may  be  claimed  pursuant  to 
the  stipulations  hereof  be  actually  under  prosecution,  out  on  bail,  or 
in  custody,  for  a  crime  or  offence  conmiitted  in  the  country  wnere  he 
has  sought  asylum,  or  shall  have  been  convicted  thereof,  his  eictradi- 
tion  may  be  deferred  imtil  such  proceedings  be  determined,  and  until 
he  shall  have  been  set  at  liberty  in  due  course  of  law. 


ASTICLE  VII 

If  a  fugitive  criminal  claimed  by  one  of  the  parties  hereto  ^all  be 
also  claimed  by  one  or  more  powers  pursuant  to  treaty  provisions,  on 
account  of  crimes  committed  within  their  jurisdiction,  such  criminal 
shall  be  delivered  to  that  State  whose  demand  is  first  received. 


Akticle  VIII 

Under  the  stipulations  of  this  Convention,  neither  of  the  Contracting 
Parties  shall  be  bound  to  deliver  up  its  own  dtisens  or  subjects. 


ASTICLE  IX 

The  expense  of  the  arrest,  detention,  examination,  and  transportation 
ci  the  accused  shall  be  paid  by  the  Government  which  has  preferred 
the  demand  for  extradition. 

Article  X 

Everything  found  in  the  possession  <^  the  fugitive  criminal  at  the  time 
oi  his  arrest,  whether  being  the  proceeds  of  the  crime  or  offence,  or 
whidi  may  be  material  as  evidence  in  making  i>roof  oi  the  crime^  shall, 
so  far  as  practicable,  according  to  the  laws  ot  either  of  the  Contracting 
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Parties,  be  delivered  up  with  his  person  at  the  time  of  the  surrender. 
Nevertheless,  the  rights  of  a  thinl  party  with  r^;ard  to  the  articles 
aforesaid  shsil  be  duly  respected. 


ASTICLE  XI 

The  stipulations  of  this  Convention  shall  be  amlicable  to  all  ter- 
ritory, wherever  situated,  belonging  to  either  of  the  Contracting  Parties 
or  in  die  occupancy  and  under  the  control  of  either  of  them,  during  sudi 
occupancy  or  control. 

Requisitions  for  the  surrender  of  fugitives  from  justice  shall  be 
made  by  the  respective  diplomatic  agents  of  the  Contracting  Parties. 
In  the  event  of  the  absence  of  such  agents  from  the  country  or  its 
seat  of  Government,  or  where  extradition  is  sought  from  territory  in- 
cluded in  the  pii-eceding  paragraph,  other  than  the  United  States  or 
the  Dominican  Republic,  requisition  may  be  made  by  superior  consular 
officers. 

It  shall  be  competent  for  such  diplomatic  or  superior  consular  officers 
to  ask  and  obtain  a  mandate  or  preliminary  warrant  of  arrest  for  the 
person  whose  surrender  is  sought,  whereupon  the  judges  and  magis- 
trates of  the  two  Governments  shall  respectively  have  power  and 
authority,  upon  complaint  made  under  oath,  to  issue  a  warrant  for  the 
apprehension  of  the  person  charged,  in  order  that  he  or  she  may  be 
brought  before  such  judge  or  magistrate,  that  the  evidence  of  criminality 
may  be  heard  and  considered;  and  if,  on  such  hearing,  the  evidence 
be  deemed  su&dent  to  sustain  the  charge,  it  shall  be  "Sie  duty  of  the 
examining  judge  or  magistrate  to  certify  the  same  to  the  proper  execu- 
tive authority,  that  a  warrant  may  issue  for  the  surrender  of  the  fugi- 
tive. 

If  the  fugitive  criminal  shall  have  been  convicted  of  the  crime  for 
which  hi3  surrender  is  asked,  a  copy  of  the  sentence  of  the  Court  before 
which  such  conviction  took  place,  duly  authenticated,  shall  be  pro- 
duced. If,  however,  the  fugitive  is  merely  charged  with  crime,  a  dvily 
authenticated  copy  of  the  warrant  of  arrest  in  the  country  where  the 
crime  was  committed,  and  of  the  depositions  upon  which  such  warrant 
may  have  been  issued,  stiaH  be  produced  with  such  other  evidence  or 
prdctf  as  may  be  dGOfeled  competent  in  the  case. 


A&ncL£  XII 

If,  when  a  person  accused  shall  have  been  arrested  in  virtue  of  the 
mandate  or  preliminary  warrant  of  arrest,  issued  by  the  competent 
authority  as  provided  in  Article  XI.  hereof,  and  been  brought  before 
a  judge  or  magistrate  to  the  end  that  the  evidence  of  his  or  her  guilt 
may  be  heard  and  examined  as  hereinbefore  provided,  it  shall  appear 
that  the  mandate  or  preliminary  warrant  of  arrest  has  been  issued  in 
pursuance  of  a  request  or  declaration  received  by  telegraph  from  the 
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Government  asking  for  the  extradition,  it  shall  be  competent  for  the 
judge  or  magistrate  at  his  discretion  to  hold  the  accused  for  a  period 
not  exceeding  two  months,  so  that  the  demanding  Government  may  have 
opporttmity  to  lay  before  such  judge  or  magistrate  legal  evidence  of  the 
guilt  of  the  acoised,  and  if,  at  the  expiration  of  said  period  of  two 
months,  such  l^al  evidence  shall  not  have  been  produced  before  such 
judge  or  magistrate,  the  person  arrested  shall  be  released,  provided 
that  the  examination  of  the  charges  preferred  against  such  accused  per- 
son shall  not  be  actually  going  on. 


A&TICLE  XIII 

In  every  case  of  a  request  made  by  either  of  the  two  Contracting 
Parties  for  the  arrest,  detention,  or  extradition  of  fugitive  criminals, 
the  legal  officers  or  fiscal  ministry  of  the  coimtry  where  the  proceedings 
of  extradition  are  had  shall  assist  the  officers  of  the  Government  de- 
manding the  extradition  before  the  respective  judges  and  magistrates, 
by  every  legal  means  within  their  or  its  power;  and  no  claim  whatever 
for  compensation  for  any  of  the  services  so  rendered  shall  be  made 
against  the  Government  demanding  the  extradition,  provided,  however, 
that  any  officer  or  officers  of  the  sturendering  Government  so  giving 
assistance,  who  shall,  in  the  usual  course  of  their  duty,  receive  no  salary 
or  compensation  other  than  specific  fees  for  services  performed,  shall  be 
entitled  to  receive  froni  the  Government  demanding  the  extradition 
the  customary  fejes  for  the  acts  or  services  performed  by  them,  in  the 
same  manner  and  to  the  same  amount  as  though  such  acts  or  services 
have  been  performed  in  ordinary  criminal  proceedings  tmder  the  laws 
of  the  country  of  which  they  are  officers. 


Article  XIV 

This  Convention  shall  take  effect  from  the  day  of  the  exchange  of 
the  ratifications  thereof;  but  either  Contracting  Parties  may  at  any 
time  terminate  the  same  on  giving  to  the  other  six  months'  notice  ol 
its  intention  to  do  so. 

The  ratifications  of  the  present  Treaty  shall  be  exchanged  at  the 
City  of  Santo  Domingo  as  soon  as  possible. 

In  witness  whereof,  the  respective  Plenipotentiaries  have  signed  the 
above  articles,  and  have  hereunto  affixed  their  seals. 

Done,  in  duplicate,  at  the  City  of  Santo  Domingo,  this  nineteenth 


day  of  ^ 


[seal 


une.  one  thousand  nine  himdred  and  nine. 


[seal]  Fenton  R.  McCxeert. 


E.  Tejera  BoNETn. 


APPENDIX  J 

THE  FOLLOWING  TABLES  OF 

SIGNATURES,  RATIFICATIONS,  ADHESIONS, 

AND  RESERVATIONS 

TO  THE 

CONVENTIONS  AND  DECLARATIONS 
*  OF  THE  FIRST  AND  SECOND 
HAGUE  CONFERENCES 

ARE  HERE  PRINTED  BY  THE  KIND  PERMISSION 

OF  THE 

CARNEGIE  ENDOWMENT  FOR  INTERNATIONAL 

PEACE,  WASHINGTON 


6a9 


1 

II 

III 

IV  (1) 

IV(1) 

(IV  (3) 

Rat.— ratifled. 
A<Ui.-*dl>««l. 

1 

II 

HI 

1 

^1 

1! 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1 

,,Ra.c:r.^ 

fc 

Rat. 

1:: 

h: 

Rat. 

s 
"s 

Adh. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

L,. 

Adh. 

L. 

1.. 

l... 

^Arfcii^; 

m^' 

Adh. 

Adh. 
"Adii. 

Adh. 

9 

Rat. 

L,. 

s 

Rat. 

Rm.  Not.  n.  1904: 

Adh. 

Adh. 

^fta."i.«S'i.- 

S 
Rat. 

L. 

Lt. 

S 
Rm. 

s 

Rat. 

L. 

.^liib-fcssu 

Adh. 

April  13.  i(KH.  and 

Adh. 
3 

1::: 

t 

I~ 

^Sra.'SJiA, 

t 

t 

Rat. 

^^8i.-.v;.iii.' 

"s 

lUt-aqM.  4.1900 

630 


THE   ELEMENTS   OP   INTERNATIONAL   LAW 


1 

II 

Ill 

IV  (1) 

IV  cn 

(IV  (J) 

Rau-^tified. 
Adb.— ulhend. 

1 

i 

1 

i   1 

'1 

i 

[ 

1 

a 

i 

1 

1.., 
1... 

R»t. 

Lr 

s 
Rat. 

R,t. 

Adh. 
s 

Rat. 

Adh. 
s 

RaC 

Sisi:/^:^:^;;; 

Adh. 

Conmntlani  'l"ll. 
^«odIH.™p«!ti«ly. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

t 

fc 

Rft. 

t 

c: 

C 

"^"T::^."^-' 

■^ 

KSi*"'-"""- 

Adff.  M^.  17.  iw; 

t 
t 

1.. 

Adh. 

■'Adh.' 
Rat. 

Adh. 

S 
R«t. 

"Adh." 

Rat. 

Rat. 

S 

Rat. 

I::: 
C: 

Adh." 

S 
Rat. 

Rat. 

"Adh." 

.ai.'*' ■■■  ■"•■ 

Rat.  AprU  ij.  igot . . 

8 

Rat,  S«rt.  4.  ispo.. 

gsrifl:"* 

Sisi«,. 

Adh. 

Adh. 

631 


AbbnvUtloB*. 
)Ut.— niified. 


Coaventloiu  1. 

Kftim 

Rit.  Sept.  A,  t9M.. 
F»M« 

Adh.  Not.  14.  i«03; 

JuneiS.  ipoj.mita 
fcooTuntion  I. 

A(Ili.Ai«i'i9.  1907! 
.Rat.  8q>t.  4.  190a.. 
RM.  S«pt.  4.  tvoo.. 


Rat.Uarii.l90l... 

Rat.  a«rt.  4. 1900. , . 

I^ln 

lU^Sapt.  4.  1900. . . 

Rat.  Sept.  4.  I9m: 

CoJfmU^il.** 

■MtMHand 

Rat.  Dec.  iq.  IpoO) 
.  Adh.  Jtiae  la.  igoT. 

'ffi,i.;.:ii.,::: 

Unltaif   State* 

Rat.  Sept.  4,  leoo; 
April  «.  1903.  ai  to 
CMrentkm  II. 

'jSb.''f\a^  it.' isiiti" 

CDnTentlan  I.' 

Adh.  Uar.'i.'iBoV:" 

Coav«ntJoa  I. 


I    J 


tV  (1)       IV  <2)       IV  (1) 


ituted  a  UniDa  Until  igos.     Action  ti 


632 


THE   ELEMENTS   QF   INTERlf ATIONAL  LAW 


COCO 


KtfiK 


CO 


COMCOCO 


COCO 


COK 


i 


CO 


COCO 


MCOKCO 


<2 


COACOCO 


COCO 


co2 


•  • 


coco 


^COK 


CO 


.1 


COffCOCO 


*pini|  no  JMM  |o  ono  in 

■iiotiad  pm  uMfto^jBiinau 

wi^np   pm   itqnx   oid 


fiwil 


|i 


•        • 


CO 


^WCOMCOWCOK 


COCO 


•  ■ 


coco 


(ScofS 


CO 


•  • 


coco 


KCOK 


CO 


*pO«I  OO  JVM 

M  tacnno  pm  ia&«|  oid 
aofpodfu       ao|)inAiM>3 


i^s  i 


coco 


KCOKCOfScOK 


COCO 


coco 


KCO^ 


CO 


COCO 


KcoScOKCOK 


coco 


<     coco 


COKCO 


*t)<pp  99«nilOO  |0  XjaAOO 

-ai  9q)  joj  aax)}  |o  ^OMn 

•XO|din9  9m  JO  IIOC)V}flIZI|  91|) 


1! 


COC^C^ 


1^ 

«co 


coco 


<     coco 


s 


COKCO 


-«d  9II»    J0|     IIOIIiaAllOQ 


•  a  •  •  •  •  • 

4^  4^  44  ««  ««  43  43 

cocokcokcomcokcococop!    cocoKcopSoa 


•        •       • 


.J 


1" 


^ 


«  ■ 


'MUlui  999)009  ouuvaqtw 


APPENDIX  J 

^     4i     4i        -J     ^        4I 


633 


ll      tt      ll  ^      "^  '^' 


<co»co» 


*0        ctf        c8 


•jam  Xcnaao  |o  tn)«9«  oqt 
<n    8ii|:)«|aj    oof^tnADOQ 


^1^ 

<^     4i     ^        ^     ^        4i 
coco»cok(o«coco»cop2cocok 


;§      •*!      -g 


*pll«|  no  SBik  fo  M«o  u; 
Boosjdd  puv  uaMO<{  nutnan 

{>  ta^np   puv  nw   »q) 
cif^oadsaj       oof^uaADOQ 


COCOMCOK 


g 


09 


•         • 


COCOKCOKCOCOK 


4*        -H 


K>    imo^flnd  pnv  im«|  ai^ 
Bmpadtaj 


*pllV|  no  JVA    * 

no))iiaAao3 


•taftfipioq  |o  Boioado  aq) 
o)    aAi^vpj    oof^uaAOo^ 


•s^qap  ^avnmo  |o  Xmiaoo 
-oj  a«n  joj  aoio|  |o  ^aanu 
-Xofdma  aif)  |o  nof^nfinn  «n 
Sofioadsai       nofiUdAiioQ 


^      4i      ^  -J      4I  «j 

CO  CO  (2  COM  COMCQ  COW  CO  (S  CO  COM 


j4         * 

<COKCOH 


^ 


l^l^i 


•         • 


COCOp2cOKCOp2cOCOKCOffieOCQ» 


I 


CO 


^ 


laiiMbfp  |viiof)w 
-jatiq  |o  )iiaiBa|;9ae  ogp 
-vd  «||  jp)  mf^mAOOQ 


I 


1^.11 


:i 


U 


•         • 


•  •         •  « 

cocop2cop2co  'comp2co(2cocop2 


634 


THE  BLBMBNTS  OF  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


-UT  m  w>  jix  no}»o?Auop 
amH  <>^  fVOPf^fppv '  *oiot 
*6x  Jaqanv^  ||Q  |<»o)(u^ 


> 

X 


> 

X 


coco 


CO     .CO 


coco 


COCO 


-V>}f  pww 


coco 


*«aoo{ 


COCO 


4^  4i  4i 

coKcoMcoSco 


COM      COCO 


■JVM 


IP   wnnp    P"«    W*'   »V 
yumaonoo      iio|ioaAiio3 


"  5, 


cocopScokco 


CO  P<  CO  CO 


<      CO 


0|     OAf^VfU     uoj^ttaAOto 


'JVM 

•aj  m^  4^ioii3U)»aj  upt^jao 


cocoffconco 


i 

COKCOCO     • 


coco 


CO 


*co    - 

•  CO 

1      *           1 

ico    ' 

•COCOCO    • 

coco    • 

CO     'CO 


CO 


COP^CO 


\  i\\ 

;    ^i 

«      • 

t    • 

>             «      • 
'           1     • 

coco 

CO     ' 

CO    ' 

•  coco    •    - 

'     coco 

I    . 

:w  :  : 

[Hi 


COHCO 


*iioi)iiaAtior)  «Aaoa<) 
•q)  iQ  faidpuvMl  9in  jo 
aijv|j<M  aon^uvai  <n  xtf^n«9 
-4«pf  4qi  jq)  qof^OBAUlo 


COCO 


KCOff  COWCOKCOCOCoS       COCOWCOM 


CO 


2< 


■JVM  |0  voifi  uf  taoJO| 
|«AVO     Xq     )a9|Hpj«qfiioq 
Sopuaonto  Qoi^vaAuop 


t 


•        •        •        • 

•*J  4^  4^  -H 

cocoMcokcomIcoP^coco 


coco 


Wco(3 


CO 


o 

00 


^i< 


i 


9 


l3|sll|l||J|ll|Sll| 


^2 

liii 


9% 


9% 


ii 


APPENDIX  J 


63s 


-Qt  VB  UO  IIX  1IOI)U9AIIOp 

9nS«H  ^  l*^^TPP*  *oi6i 
'61  J»qiii9Vl9s  y>  loacnooj 


COCO    -CO 


i 
CO    * 


CO 


CO   -coco 


CO 


> 

X 


•^aVlw»M 


coco   -co 


CO    icoco 


'co   ' 

'coco    ■ 

CO 

CO     • 

> 

X 


■TOOO{ 
-{Vq  tllCXn  KIA190I<IZ9  puB 
^[I^MCOJa  |0   aBiVt{38Tp  91|) 

Bui^iqfqaxd     iiof)«i«poQ 


CO 


COKCO 


CO 


«# 
& 


I  3 

<C0K 


*J«M 


]o    i^^np    ptra    S)i)au    »q) 
BBfiudduoo      uot)aaAU03 


to   {/) 


tOCOMCOK 


CO     coco 


KCOKCOCOW 


4i  -M 


jd         4i         4i 

<CO»0O» 


0%    akpvpi    iio])aaAuo3 


2 


COCO 


CO   -co 


i 


CO 


1^ 


CO 


coco 


tn 


COCOKCOKCOncOCOKCOKcOCOM 


-d        • 

<CO»COP< 


*tlOI)U9AnO^  «A9a9Q 

oq^    |o    «9idpuua    oq^    jo 
-wgm  w\%  j6|  aot)ixaAiio3 


COCO 


KCOK 


§ 


CO 


cocowcolScocow 


CO 


«C0K 


*JVA  |0  9011)  HI  waoso) 
niAVO     Xq     ^tiaiiipnqnioq 


i^l^ 


4A  •4.*  4J  4^  4i  4i» 

CB  CB  CB  CB  CB  CB 

COCOffCOKCOKCOCOWCOKCOCOM 


o 


i 


I^ISI 


lO 


o 


& 


t*i 


& 


B  4^  4^ 

*T^  CB  CB 

•<COP<COP^ 


M 

10 


636 


THB  BLBMBNTS  OP  IKTBRKATIOKAL  LAW 


oi      aAl^Vpj      1IOI)O»A1l03 


co« 


^   tl  tl 

<coKconcococo 


CO 


I 


COP< 


xawmxam  fo  toiimauoo  aq^ 


COCO 


I 


^      t|      tt 

<comcop3cocococo 


•  • 


(ScOKCOKcOK 


•wj^iipaoq  JO 
-JMO  Atnaua  p  sn^v^i  9i|) 


COCO 


I 


:S      ii      '•i  "tl      -ti      -tJ      **! 

*C7         ^         CB  €B         C8         €1         flQ 

<comco»cocococokcokcop3coP< 


'puq  w>  JVA  p  oavo  u|  toot 
-J9d  pira  AUMO,!  nu^naa 
lo  nitnp  puv  8^i(mi  oq^ 
8a|)3a<Itai      mi^uaAnoQ 


CO  CO  (2 


•  •  •  • 

4i         4^         4»         -M 


a         "^^         ♦^ 

^O  Cv  Cv  CQ  €B  CO  CS 

<  CO  »  CO  K  CO  COCOCO  K  CO  P<  CO  H  CO  K 


Bo|' 


*pii«|  uo  JVM 
smo^no  ptra  imvi  9m 
%a96M9i       iiot)aaAU03 


MCOH 


u 


4  %  i 

<cop2comcocococo 


■  •  •  • 

WcoScoKcoK 


*Mi)||i)soq  JO  8u]U!m1o  9q) 

O;      aAI)«|M      UOf^nSAOOQ 


COCO! 


^      -J      -M  "ti      "^      i^      "ti 

*0         4         ^  CD  Cd  <8  CQ 

<C0  K  CO  K  CO  COCO  CO  K  CO  P^  COP<  CO  ff 


's^qap  )3«Li)iioo  JO  iLi«A03 
-ai  9q)  Joj  93JO|  JO  )iioai 
-Xoidtii9  aq^  JO  uof^v^nvn  aq) 
atnvMdsai    uoDoaAHQQ 


COCO 


I 


•  • 


<COKCOP^COCOCOCOM 


n 

•  < 

coScoff 


■sa^ndsip  |«aoii.«a 
-la^uf  |o  )yain»i))aB  5gp 
-«d  gq)  joj  uopuaAUO^  ' 


(»C0 


.3 


J1 


^ 


_2  •  ■  •  •  •  • 

«Q  -M  -^^  4^  4»  4A  •«-> 

*D  CD  CQ  tf  CI  CD  CA 

<C0«C0P^COC0C0C0KCOMCO«COP< 


o 


i!i 


•s-g'^S 


III  3^  :| 

Jills  iift  hip  llliji 

Sz    z    z    £    ££££    k    k    A 


«o 


Si 


1^  ;  f>» 


APPENDIX 


*tau}Ui  )M|iioo  auuvuiqnfl 
af^vncnnv    jo    SuUvf    9i|) 


a 


at 
CO  CO  P(< 


CO 


i 

P^  CO  CO  « 


CO  CO 


7* 
«COK 


01 
COP^ 


at 
CO  Pi^  CO 


637 


coco 


CO 


*pini|  no  nik  y>  acvo  ai  raot 

10    M|)np    pin    ntfSu  9qt 
~  i)39dtaj      aoi}aaAao3 


*pire|  110  JVM 
10    nno^sna  pm  9mm\  vqx 

SupMdsail  UODIIOAUOQ 


^taillli^Kni  |o  Jtafoado  sq^ 

<4     OApwiM      IIO{)inAUOQ 


*t)qop  99«n«oo  |o  XjaAOO 
•M  sqi  jo|  oaioj  |o  911910 
-Xo]dia9  9^9  p  uof)«)no|]  9^} 

9m%09dB9J         UO!^U9AII0Q 


•J99III     JO    9091091^99     3yi3 

-«d    9i|t    joj    uoi9aaiA03 ' 


44 


CQ  GO  €w 

CO  CO  P^co  W      cow 


4 
CO  Pi^  CO 


coco 


03  C«  GO  CO  C8 

P^  CO  K       cow  COMCOCOK 


CO  CO 


I 


CO 


<2 


CO  p2  CO  CO  W 


CO  COP<  CO  iS 


CO 


S  COKCOCOK 


CO 


OS 
COP^ 


iiiii 


COCO 


o 


OS  a 


00    ^ 

i4 


•a 

s 


o 

OS 


lax 

•    S  *7    *^     >     S 


I 


coco 


COCO 


coco 


coco 


i  i 

COCOK        CO 


WCOK       cow  COWCOCOW        CO 


CO 


liiil^llllpllllH 


638 


THB   ELEMENTS   OP  INTERNATIONAL  LAW 


•m  m  no  iix  uoi^aaAnoQ 
*6i  jaqcD99d9S  )o  jfxxnoi^ 


> 

X 


CO 


CO    -co    -COCOCOCQ 


CO 


13V   l»«W 


COCO     'CO     -co     'CO 


coeoco   -co   'CO   -co    -co 


> 

X 


-|sq    nicxxi    99Ai8oidxa   pin 
«9n)39iOJa|o  a8ii>i{36fp  aq) 


CO 


jd      *i      ^ 

<CO»COM 


CO  CO  CO 


CO 


(12 


tvAva    Of    8JaiM>({    nu^nau 
lo   8^)np   pw»   oifSu   a 


CO  COW 


s 


-2  •  •  ■  •  •  • 

^4^-4^  -»2  -•'  -^^  -H 

^Q  CO  OS  CB  «B  fiB  CO 

<CO»COMCOCOCOCOKCOKCOKCOP< 


CO 


-ja^nj   m  jo   uoi^vaja  aqi 
o)    aAi)«|ai    uoi^aoAiio^ 


•CO     • 

'co 

1(0     ' 

CO  CO  CO  CO 


CO 


|«Atni  HI  oju^dva  jo  ^i\Siu 
9m  JO  a8|3iaxd  aq)  o)  pj«8 
-ax  q^iM  •uo;)a)2;8ax  uin^aa 
o^    aAt;«iai    uQpuaAooQ 


CO 


M    .<C0KWKC0C0C0C0P^C0M 


coP(<co 


'uopnaACK^  VAaoaQ 
aq)  JO  8aidpu|ja  aq^  p 
aivjivi)^  aun^i^m  o)  w>;)«9 
-d«p«  aq^  joj  uoDuaAOOQ 


08 
C0C0P4 


:§ 


■<co 


(2  COM 


CO  CO  CO  CO 


•  •  ■  • 

4J  4^  4^  •«^ 

(2  CO  (2  CO  K  CO  »  CO 


*!«#  JO  ?mn  iq  saaxoj 

SrAVU     Xq     ^uampivqaioq 
aiunoooo      uoiiaaAaoQ 


COCO 


I 


<co 


■M       *i 


ffiqaWcocococoKconcoi 


08 

coP^co 


•I 


•8 


I    If 


M 


O 


^ 


Jills II 


lj 


•b 


m 


CI 

« 
> 

o 


ZSZ 


(2  Fez  1^1,2 1^1,21 

^£a.^    DC    DC    gi    di  I 


•61  jsqoBiilss  JO  \oxnaii 


»K(OUK 


J»,a  t.,3    «.<3,„«£ 


639 


J: 

^ 

^s 

8:8 

^i 

\      ;«   :  8: 

niScam    coce 


Enwnm 


COH 


COlScOMIK 


J 


INDEX 


Absoluts  goverament,  33. 
Acc^s^on  \su  Treaties),  335,  336. 
Accretion  (see  Territory),  66. 
Acquisition  of  sovereignty,  41,  42, 
Acquisition  of  territo^,  66,  67. 

Accretion,  66. 

Conquest,  67, 

Occupation,  66. 

Treaty,  66,  67. 
Adjustment    ol    international    dis- 
putes, 350-269,  527-542. 

Amicable  settlement,  250-356. 

Arbitration,  355-262. 
Compulsory,  361. 

Diplomatic  adjustment,  350-254. 

Embaigo,  266,  267. 

Forcible  measures,  262-270. 

International     arbitration,     255- 
262.  527-542. 

Pacific  blockade,  367-270, 477. 

Procedure,  255. 

R^risals,  264,  265. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 
Agreements,  set  Treaties. 
/Mbama^  case  of  the,  ^11-415  (jee 

Geneva  Arbitration). 
Aliens^  151-165. 

Asylums  to,  118, 119. 

Dc^nition,  151. 

Disa^ties  of,  152-156. 

Dondidle,  156-165. 

Domiciled  strangers,  151,  152. 

Droit  d'aubaine,  152. 

Dtoit  de  retraction,  152. 

Etdusion  of,  118,  119. 

Etemptions,  153-156. 

History  of  relation,  152-156. 

Military  service,  154. 

Rights  of,  152-156. 

Treatment  <S,  152-156. 
Allegiance     (jee  Qtisoiahip),     135- 

15I' 
Acqiiisition,  138,  139, 


Citisenship,  13^-151. 
Disti0gui^ed  iram  domidle»  136- 

I3^  157. 
Expatriation,  effect  on,  143-151. 

Forfeiture  of,  139,  143-151. 

Indelible,  144. 

Loss  of.  138,  139,  143-151. 

Naturalization,    effect    on,     139- 

Ofektnof,  i^. 

Renunciation  of,   138,   139,   143- 

151. 
Alliances  (see  Treaties),  241-243. 
Classification,  242. 
Definition,  242. 
Equals  242. 
Forms  of,  242,  243. 
Offensive,  242. 
Treatite  respecting,  241-243. 
Unequal,  242. 
AlterruU^  use  ci  the,  2^. 
Ambasskdors  (see  Ministers),  87,  88, 

190-211. 
Asylum  in  hotel,  210,  211. 
Attach^  201,  210,  211. 
Cases  affamst,  where  triable,  207, 

208. 
Ceremonial,  129-131. 
Civil  jurisdiction,  immunity  from, 

20^ 
Classification  of,  193, 194. 
Credence,  letters  <»,  195,  196. 
Criminal    jurisdiction,    immunity 

from,  202-205. 
Customs   dues,   exemption   from, 

209i  210. 
Duties,  197. 
Envoys,  i^t   195. 
Extemtonality,  87,  88,  200-210. 
Honors  to,  129^134. 
Immunities,  87,  88,  199-210. 
L^tes,  195. 
Military  attach^,  210,  311 1 
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Ministers  resident,  194,  195. 
Naval  attaches,  210,  311. 
Nuncios,  195. 
Origin,  190,  191. 
Privileges,  199-210. 
Rank,  194,  195. 
Reception  of,  196. 
Religious  worship,  208,  209, 
Representative  character,  194, 195. 
Right  of  sending  and   recdving, 

191,  192. 
Salutes  to,  129-131. 
Sending,  manner  of,  195,  196. 
Sosp^Qsion  of  functions,  ig^. 
Termination  of  mission,  198,  199. 
THles,  195. 

Visits  of  ceremony,  130-13^. 
Amicable    adjustment    o{    aisputes, 

250^56,  527-542. 
Arbitration,  conventional,  259-261, 

527-542. 
Commissions  of  inquiry,  258,  259, 

529- 

Diplomatic  adjustment,  250-254. 

Good  offices,  255.  a59.  5i4.  5^5. 
Mediation,  255,  259,  514,  515. 
Moderation,  duty  pf,  255. 
Permanent  arbitral  tribunal,  259- 

261,  527-542. 
Private,  255,  256. 

Proc^ure,  a53-255f  520-5?3. 
Anderson,  John,  case  qi,  70,  noi^. 
Angary,  right  of,  436,  437, 
Anniversaries,  observance  of,  133. 
Approach  to  verify  nationality,  488. 
Arbitration,     international,     treaty 
regulating,  259-^61,  527-S42. 

Agreement  as  to,  259.     {See  Ap- 
pendix F,  527-542.) 

Binding  forq^  of  judgment,  255, 

539- 
Composition    of    tribunal,    259- 

260,  533. 
ComprotfM,  259. 
Counsel,  260,  537. 
Decision,  260,  522. 
Evidence,  260,  537,  538. 
Good  ofl&ces,  257,  554. 
Inquiry,  intemationai  conHTOBSkm 

of,  258,  529-532- 
Judgment^  260,  539. 
Mediation,  254,  257,  597,  528. 

Partie9,  959- 

Permanent  judicial  court|  261,  2629 

59t>-S95* 


Mi 


Permanent  tribunal,  259-261,  533- 

542. 
Preliminary  treaty,  259.        ' 
Procedure,  259-261. 
Reservation  of  the  United  States, 

260,  261. 
Umpire,  534,  537. 
Art)itr^tion  at  Geneva,  see  Geneva 

Arbitration. 
Accessions  to,  541. 
Arbitration    convention    of     The 

Hague,  259,  261,  525-542. 
Comi>osition  of  tribunal,  259,  533. 
Decisions,  260,  539. 
Good  offioeSj  527. 

Tudgment  of  tribunal,  539. 

'ediation,  527,  528. 
Organization,  533,  534. 
Permanent  tribunal  of,  525-542. 

Court  of,  590-595- 
Private,  255. 

Procedure,  535-540- 

Review  of  judgment,  539,  540. 

Summary  pro^idure,  540. 

Umpire,  selection  of,  537. 
Aristocracies,  33. 

Armaments,   duninution  of,   recom- 
mendations  of    Conferences    at 
The  Hague,  524,  589. 
Arm -badge    (see   Geneva   Conven- 
tion), 511. 
Armed  neutrality,  394,  395 
Armies  in  transit,  see  Exte; 

Disfavored  in  practice 

Exemption  from  local 
83,  84. 

!l@xterritoriality  of,  83 

Government  of,  84. 

Injuries  by,  84,  85. 

Offences  in,  84,  85. 

Permission  for  tr^sit,  83 

Supply  of,  85. 
Armistice  (see  Truces),  339-341. 

General,  339-341- 

Special,  339-341- 
Arms  forbidden  m  war,  298,  299. 
Art,  protection  of  works  of,  in  war, 

506,  532, 
Artillery,    recommendation    of    the 

First  Hague  Conference,  524. 
Asylum,  1 18-122,  422,  423. 

Admission  of  aliens.  118,  119. 

Aliens,  treatment  of,  118,  119. 

Creole,  case  of  the,  120,  121. 

Extent  of  right,  118,  119. 


f 


INDBX 


643 


Legationaiy,  209,  210. 

Maria  Luz,  case  of  the,  121,  122. 

Political  refugees,  119. 

Public  armed  vessels,  82,  422,  432. 

Shipwrecked  sailors,  120. 

Troops,  422,  430. 

Vessels  in  distress,  120.        ^ 

War  right,  422,  423,  432. 
Attach^  see  Ministers. 

Duties,  210,  211. 

Military,  210,  211. 

Naval,  210,  211. 
Attack  of  places,  301-303,  539. 

Dut^  01  commanders,  302,  303. 

Notice  of  bombardment,  301,  30i, 

565.  566. 
Surrender,  303,  304. 

Aubaine,  droit  a\  1^2. 

Augmentation    of    force    {see    Neu- 
trality), 407,  408. 

Authors  {see  Text-writers),  21-28. 

Balance  of  power,  see  Interference. 

Definition  of.  104. 

De  Martens    statement  of  prin- 
ciple, io6»  107. 

Extent  of  application,  106,  108. 

History,  104-106. 

Intervention   in   behalf   of,    104- 
108. 

Limitations  on,  106-108. 

Origin  of  principle,  104,  105. 

Senior's    statement    of    principle, 
107,  108. 

Vattd's  statement  of  principle,  107. 
Balloons,  299,  588. 

Employ^  not  spies,  299. 

Use  of,  in  war,  299. 
Baltimore,  case  of  the,  80-82. 
Bar-shot  prohibited  in  war,  299. 
Belligerency,  275-279. 

Recognition  of,  276-278. 
Belligerent  right  of  search,  478-497. 
Belligerents  {see  War),  27)5,  276. 

Intercourse  of,  in  war,  336-339. 

Neutrals,  276. 

Recognitioxi,  276-279. 
Blockade,  269-270,  472-482. 

Breach  of,  472-474. 

Constructive,  470,  471. 

Declaration  of  Paris,  rule  of,  474. 

De  facto,  474-477. 

Definition,  472. 

Duration  of  penaltv,  478. 

Egress,  breach  of,  by,  478. 


Ei)dol!sement  (h,  475* 

Establishment  of,  ^74-477. 

Ingress,  breach  of,  by.  478. 

Innocent  entrance  and  exit,  477. 

Notification  of,  475. 

Pacific,  267-^70,  481. 

Paper,  474,  note. 

Penalty  for  violation  of,  478-481. 

Proclamation  of,  475. 

Public  armed  vessels,  477. 

Raising  of,  480. 

Restriction  on  neatral  commerce, 
449,  472. 

Right  to  estdtdish,  472,  473. 

Termination,  480. 

Validity  of,  474-477. 

Violation  of,  how  committed,  476- 
480. 

Warning  to  neutral  ships,  474-477. 
Boarding-pjarty  {see  Search),  485. 

Convention  of  The  Hague,  respect- 
ing, $65. 

Visits,  m  peace  {see  Ceremonial), 

130- 
Bombardment  of  undefended  towns, 

301,  302,  565. 

Boundaries,   eu  States;    Territory, 

Artindal,  44. 

Bays,  ^5. 

Coast  une,  45. 

Definition,  44. 

Establishment,  44.  > 

Gulfs,  4^. 

Mariue  lei^ue,  54-56. 

Natural,  44. 

Navigable  rivers  as,  46-54. 

Oceans,  45. 

Rivers,  46,  47. 

Seas,  45. 

Straits,  59,  60. 

Water,  44,  ±$. 
Bounty  {see  Head  Money),  373. 
Brassard  {see  Geneva  Convention), 

5". 

Bullets,   explosive,   prohibited,   289, 


299.  520,  523,  537.  564. 
Declaration  of  St.  Petersbui|^ 


con- 


cerning, 511,  512. 
The  Hague,  520. 
Bureau  of  information  as  to  prison- 
ers of  war,  549. 

Cables,   submarine,   regulation   of, 
by  treaty,  64,  558. 
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Canals  (see  Ship  Canals),  63-64. 
Capitulations,  241,  339,  554. 

Chanu:ter,  339. 

Parties,  339. 

Purpose,  339. 
Captured  property  on  latid,  310, 311. 

Booty,  310,  311. 

Title  to,  310,  311. 
Captures  at  sea,  357-375* 

Authority  for,  358-361. 

By  whom  made,  360. 

Crews  of  captured  vessels,   363, 

572. 
Domicile  of  owners,  373-375. 
Duty  of  capture,  363-365. 
Exemptions    from    capture,    374, 

375.  570-572. 
How  effected,  361,  362. 
Legality  of,  how  determined,  369- 

375. 
Locdity  of,  360,  361. 

Nationality  of  owners,  373-375. 

Ships,  373-375. 
Neutral  Waters,  360,  361. 

Postliminy,  366-369. 

Prize,  361-363. 

Courts,  369-375. 

Crews,  362,  363. 
Ransom,  363-369. 
Reca|)ture,  303-309. 
Restrictions   on   nght,   374,  375, 

^570-572. 

Rieht  of,  358,  359. 

Salvagse,  367,  368. 

Title  to,  in  whom  vested,  361,  362, 

369,  370. 
Validity  of,  how  determinedf  369- 

•^75. 

When  complete,  361,  362. 

W^here  made,  360,  361. 
Carbine,  case  of  the,  loi,  102. 
Cartels,  241,  316,  317,  339. 

Construction,  316. 

Parties,  339. 

Purpose,  316,  339. 

Ships,  317. 

Cases  Cited,  7-15. 
Caste,  distinction  of,  not  recognized, 

186. 
Causes  of  war,  272,  273. 

Moral  considerations  involved,  273, 

374. 
Responsibility  for,  273. 

Ceremonial: 

Ambassadors,  129-134. 


Anniversaries,  national,  133. 

Consuls,  129-134. 

Diplomatic  officers,  129-134. 

Maritime,  128-131. 

Military,  124-134. 

Origin  and  extent  of  practice,  124- 
126.    . 

Salutes,  129,  130,  132-134- 

Visits,  130-134. 
Certificates  of  origin  (see  Passports), 

163,  164^ 
Chain-shot,  299. 
Charge   d' Affaires    (see  Ministers). 

190-211. 
Chesapeake,  case  of  the,  427. 
Citizens: 

Alleeiance,  135,  136. 

Civil  status,  136-138. 

Classification,  138. 

Definition,  135,  136. 

Domicile,  136-138. 

Duties,  32,  136-138. 

Expatriation,  1 43-1 51. 

Extra-territorial  protection,  136. 

Heinrichs,  case  of,  147,  148. 

Koszta,  case  of,  148-150. 

Largomarsini,  case  of,  150. 

Legal  status  of,  136-138. 

Native-bom,  138. 

Naturalized,  138-151. 

Participation  of,  in  government. 


^1,  32,  136. 

oliti< 


Political  status,  136-138. 
Privileges,  135,  138. 
Suffrage,  31,  32,  136. 
S>iionymous    with   subject,    135, 

136. 
Ungar,  case  of,  151. 
Citizenshi|>,  1 35-1 51. 
Acquisition,  135,  139-142. 
Birth,  138,  139. 
Children,  139. 
Classification,  138. 
Defiption,  135,  136. 
Distmguished  from  domicile,  136- 

138.  157. 
Expatriation,  143-151. 

Forfeiture,  IJ9,  143-151. 

How  determmed,  137,  157. 

Loss  of,  139,  143,  151. 

Native-bom,  138. 

Nativity,  Ij8,  139. 

Naturalized  citizens,  1 39-1 51. 

Passports,  163,  164. 

Persons  included,  135,  136. 
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Proof  of,  137,  143-151.  157. 
Civil   jurisdiction,  exemptions  from, 

199-^10. 
Civil  status  of  individuals  determined 

by  domicile,  136-138. 
Civil  war  (see  War),  274. 

Renunciation  of,  139,  143-151. 
Subjects,  135,  136. 
Claims  of  subjects  for  injuries  re- 
ceived abroad: 
Based  on  mob  violence,  331,  352. 
Based  on  war,  350-354. 
Damages,    when    awarded.    351- 

353- 
Diplomatic  presentation,  250-254. 

Duty  of  a  state  respecting,  350- 
354. 

Local  tribimals,  resort  to,  96,  97. 

Method  of  presentation,  250-254. 

Mob  violence,  353,  354. 

Procedure,  250--254. 

War,  claims  based  on,  3510-354. 
Claims   to   exclusive    dominion    on 

high  seas,  ^7,  58. 
Classification  of  wars: 

Civil,  274. 

Conquest,  274. 

Defensive,  274. 

External,  274. 

Independence,  274. 

Insurrection,  274. 

Internal,  274. 

Offensive,  274. 

Opinion,  274. 

Rebellion,  274. 

Subiugation,  274. 
Closed  seas,  58,  59. 
Coast  fisheries,  60,  597-599. 
Codification  of  rules  and  usages  of 
war: 

Conventions  of  The  Hague,  572, 
583,  602. 
(collective  naturalization,  140. 
Collective  penalties,  324,  325. 

How  imposed,  324,  325. 

Purpose,  324,  325. 

Restriction  on,  325. 
Combatants,  312. 
Comity,  92,  122. 

Conflict  of  laws,  based  on»  181- 
188. 

Duties,  92. 

Exterritoriality,  based  on,  74-89. 

Extradition  by,  167. 

Moral  claims,  92. 
42 


Commercial  intercourse,  122-124. 

How  far  a  right,  123,  124. 

Not  compellable,  123,  124. 

Regulation  of,  123,  124. 

Restrictions  on,  123,  124. 
Commission  of  inquiry,  258,  529. 
Communities,  collective  responsibil- 
ity of,  in  war,  324,  325. 

Offences,  324. 

Punishment,  324,  325. 

Responsibility,  324,  325. 
Concert  of  Europe,  108,  109. 
Confederations : 

Constitution,  37,  38. 

Formation,  38. 

Rule  for  determining  strength  of. 

Strong,  37,.  38. 

Unions,  37,  38. 

Weak,  37,  38. 
Conferences    (see   Congresses),    230, 

231. 
Conflict  of  international  rights,  250- 
270. 

Adjustment  of,  250-262. 

Amicable  settlement,  250,  256. 

Arbitration,  255,  256. 

Diplomatic  adjustment,  250-254. 

Embargo,  266,  267. 

Forcible  measures,  263-270. 

Good  offices,  254,  257,  258. 

International  arbitration,  259-263. 

Mediatioxi,  254,  257. 

Moderation,  duty  of,  253,  254. 

Pacific  blockade,  267-270. 

Reprisals,  264,  265. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 
Conflict  of  laws,  181-188. 

Aliens,  capacity  of,  185-187. 

Based  on  comity,  182. 

Capacity,  rules  respecting,  186. 

Caste,   no  extra-territonal  effect, 
185-187. 

Comity,  basis  of,  182. 

Contracts,  186,  187. 

Decedents,  estates  of,  186. 

Definition,  181,  182. 

Domicile,  185-187. 

Foreign  judgments,  187. 

History,  182-185.   • 

Judements,  extra-territorial  effect 
of,  187. 

Jus  gentium,  184. 

Lex  ret  sita,  186. 

Limitation  on  practice  of,  185-187. 
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Origin,  182-185. 

Persons,  domicile  of,  186,  187. 

Process,  186,  187. 

Property,  186. 

Rank,   no   extra-territorial  effect, 
186. 
Congresses,  230,  231. 

Composition,  230. 

Condusions  of,  230. 

Declarations,  230. 

How  called,  230. 

Names,  231. 

Procedure,  230. 

Purposes,  230. 

Record,  230. 

Treaties,  230. 
Conquered  territory: 

Allegiance  of  inhabitants,  346,  347. 

Changes  in  political  laws,  348,  349. 

Treaties  respecting,  342-349. 

UU  possidetis f  rule  of,  344,  345. 
Conquests,  344-349. 

Effects  of,  on  local  laws,  348,  349. 
Private  property,  345,  346. 
Public  property,  345,  346. 

Treaties  respecting,  542-349. 

Uti  ^ossidetiSf  rule  of,  344,  345. 
Conscnpts,  289,  290. 

Rules  of,  as  to  captures,  380,  381. 
ConstUutton^  case  of  the,  81,  82. 
Constitutional  governments,  32,  33. 
Constructive    blockades,    474,    note, 

475. 
Consular  agents  (see  Consuls),  211- 

221. 

Consular  jurisdiction  {see  Consuls), 
218-221. 

Appeals  from,  221. 

Based  upon  treaties,  218,  219. 

Civil,  219-221. 

Criminal,  219-221. 

Effects,  218,  219. 

How  obtained,  219. 

Reasons  for  its  exercise,  218,  219. 

Sources,  218-220. 

Where  exercised,  218-220. 
Consuls,  21 1-22 1. 

Amenable  to  local  jurisdiction,  218. 

Appointment,  213. 

In  United  States,  214,  215. 

Classification,  213. 

Consular  agents,  213. 
Jurisdiction,  218-221. 

Consuls-general,  218. 

Duties,  215,  216. 


ExeqwUur,  213. 

Exterritoriality,  in  case  of,  88. 

History  of  consular  office,  211-213. 

Honors  to,  129-134. 

Jurisdiction  over,  213-218. 

Privileges,  216,  217. 

Salutes  to,  129-131. 

Visits  of  ceremony,  130-134. 
Consuls-general  {see  Consuls),  211- 

221. 
Continuous    voyages    {su    Contra- 
band), 466-468. 
Contraband  of  war,  449-471. 

Application  of  rules  of,  455-463. 

Character  of  restriction,  449. 

Continuous  voyages,  466-468. 

Definition,  449. 

Destination  of  goods,  456-463. 

Field's  rule,  454. 

History,  450-452. 

Liability  to  capture,  449,  450. 

Locality  of  captures,  449,  450. 

Occasional  contraband,  46^^470. 

Penalty,  463-466. 

Peterhoff,  case  of  the,  462,  463. 

Pre-emption,  470,  471. 

Restrictions  on  neutral  trade,  449. 

Rules  for  determining,  452-458, 

Rules  of,  application  to  incUvid- 
iials,  450. 

Seizures  of,  where  made,  449,  450. 

Ship,  how  affected  by,  464-466. 

Springbok,  case  of  the,  460-462. 

What  constitutes,  452-458. 
Contract  debts,  convention  respect- 
ing, 261,  542,  544, 
Contracts,   foreign   (see  Conflict  of 
Laws),  18^. 

Execution  of,  185. 

Performance,  185. 

Remedies  for  breach,  185. 

Validity  of,  how  determmed,  185. 
Contracts   of   states    (see  Treaties), 
224,  225. 

Claims  under,  how  presented,  225, 
226. 

Corporations,  224,  225. 

Parties  to,  224,  225. 

Remedies  for  violation  of,  225,  226. 

Violations  of,  225. 
Contractual  debts,  treaty  respecting, 

261,  542-54+- 
Contributions  (see  Requisitions),  310. 

By  whom  levied,  310. 

Character,  310. 
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How  levied  and  collected,  310. 

Indemnities,  310. 

Prohibition  respecting,  565. 
Conventional  law  of  nations,  29. 
Conventions  {see  Treaties),  223-249, 

619^24. 
Conversion  of  merchant  ships  into 

vessels-of-war,  294,  560. 
Convoy,  488-491. 

Assertion  of  right  by  Baltic  pow- 
ers, 488,  489. 

Attitude  of  the  United  States,  490. 

History,  488,  489. 

How  exercised,  488-490. 

Maria^  case  of  the,  485. 

Origin,  489. 
Correspondence,  see  Diplomatic  Cor- 
respondence. 
Courtesy  {see  Comity;   Ceremonial), 

124-134. 
Courts-martial,  320,  321. 

Jurisdiction,  320. 

Spies,  321. 
Creation  of  states,  41,  42. 
Credence,  letter  of  {see  Ministers), 
196. 

Character  of,  196. 

Presentation,  196. 

Purpose,  196. 
Creole f  case  of  the,  120,  121. 
Crews  of  enemy  merchant  vessels, 

363,  364,  572. 

Neutral  merchant  vessels,  363,  572. 
Crimes,  69-74. 

In  theater  of  war,  319. 

Jurisdiction  over,  69-74. 

On  high  seas,  70,  71, 

On  merchant  ships,  69-74. 

On  public  armed  vessels,  74-77. 
Criminal  jurisdiction,  166,  172. 

Exemption  of  diplomatic  employ^, 
199-210. 

Extra-territorial,  70. 
Cuba: 

Constitution,  39,  40. 

Intervention  in,  102,  596,  597. 

Protectorate,  39. 
Customs  dues,   exemption  of   min- 
isters from,  209. 
Cutting,  A.  K.,  case  of,  170-172. 

Danish  sound  dues,  59,  60. 
Danube,  case  of  the,  48-50. 
Decedent,  estate  of,  how  disposed  of, 
186. 


Declaration  of  London,  602-618. 
Declaration  of  Paris,  294,  295,  384- 

387.  515-518. 
Accessions  to,  384,  385,  509,  510. 

Binding  force,  385,  509,  510. 

Blockade,  clause  respecting,  384, 

509. 
Contraband,  clause  respecting,  384, 

509- 
Enemy   ships,    clause    respecting, 

384.  509. 
History,  384,  509. 

Neutral  goods,  clause  respecting, 

384.  509. 
Parties  to,  384. 

Privateering,  384-386,  509. 

Requirements  of,  384. 

United   States   not   a   party    to, 

384-387. 

Declaration  of  St.  Petersburg,  517, 

518. 

Limitation    on    size    of  explosive 

projectiles,  517,  ^18. 

Declaration  of  war  (see  War),  279- 

281.  544. 

By  dependencies,  279,  380. 

Effects,  282-286. 

Former  practice  respecting,  280. 

Hague  rule,  281,  notet  544. 

Not  necessary,  281. 

Recognition  of  existence  of  war, 
280. 

Right  to  make,  279,  280. 
Declarations  of  the  Hague  Confer- 
ence of  1899,  519-524;  of  1907, 
588-590. 

Asphyxiating  gases,  use  of  pro- 
jectiles for  diffusion  of,  520. 

Balloons,  throwing  projectiles  from, 
520. 

Bullets  which  expand  or  flatten 
easily,  520,  523. 
De  facto  governments,  34. 

Recognition  of,  34, 
De  jure  goverments,  34. 
De  Martens'  definition  of  balance  of 

power,  106,  107. 
Dependent  states,  37,  38. 

Confederations,  37,  38. 

Dependencies,  37,  38. 

Protectorates,  38. 

Spheres  of  influence,  109,  1 10. 
Desertion  to  the  enemy: 

Conveyance  of,  by  neutral,  461- 
464. 
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Definition,  449. 
Destination,  443. 
Diplomatic,  444. 
Mails,  444-446. 
Penalty,  441,  442. 
Trent,  case  of  the,  446,  447. 
Destruction  of  captured  vessels,  364, 

Devastation,  304,  305. 

Practice,  304. 

Rule,  304,  305. 
Development   of   international  law, 

19-30. 
Diplomatic    adjustment    of    differ- 
ences, 250-254. 

Claims,  250,  251. 

Evidence,  252. 

Investigation,  252. 

Moderation,  duty  of,  253,  254. 

Presentation  of  case,  252,  253. 

Procedure,  252,  253. 

Settlement,  253,  25A. 
Diplomatic  correspondence,  language 

employed,  197,  198,  233. 
Diplomatic  language,  197,  198,  233. 
Diplomatic  officers,  see  Ministers  and 
Consuls. 

Appointment,  195,  196. 

Ceremonial,  129,  134. 

Classification,  193. 

Duties,  197,  198. 

Honors  to,  129-134. 

Immtmities,  199-210. 

Privileges,  199-210. 

Salutes  to,  129-131. 

Visits  of  ceremony,  130-134. 
Disarmament,    reconmiendation    re- 
specting, 1899,  524;   1907,  589. 
Discovery,   vessels  engaged  in,  ex- 
empt from  capture,  ^75. 
Disputes,    settlement    of,    250-270, 
525-542. 

Arbitration,  255-263,  525-542. 

Conmussions  of  inquiry,  258,  259, 

529.  532. 
Diplomatic  adjustment,  250-254. 
Embargo,  266-267. 
PordMe  measures  of  redress,  263- 

270. 
Mediation,  255,  259,  514,  515. 
Moderation,  duty  of,  255. 
Pacific  blockade,  267-2^,  481. 
Peaceable    measures    of    t^ress, 

250-263. 
Reprisals,  264,  265, 


Retorsion,  263,  264. 
Distinctions  of  rank,  not  recognized 

at  international  law,  186. 
Distress,  vessels  in  (see  Asylum),  120. 
Distribution  (see  Prize),  372,  373. 
Divorces,    foreign    (see   Conflict    of 

Laws),  185. 
Domicile: 

Acquisition  of,  158. 

Actual  residence  required,  158. 

Aliens,  1 51-156. 

Anitno  manendi^  158. 

Banishment,  159,  160. 

Changes  of,  how  made,  161,  162. 

Child,  160. 

Choice  of,  163. 

Civil  status,  136,  137. 

Conditions  of,  158-162. 

Conflict  of  laws,  185-187. 

Constrained  residence,  159,  i6o. 

Consuls,  160. 

Definition,  157. 

Dependent  persons,  160. 

Diplomatic  officers,  159. 

Distinguished     from     citizenship, 

136.  137.  157. 
Domiciled  strangers,  156. 
Double,  158. 
Exiles,  159,  160. 
Infant,  160. 
Inferior  persons,  160. 
Kinds  of,  162,  163. 
Legal  status,  determined  by,  136, 

137. 
Mihtary  and  naval  officers,  160. 
Nativity,  162,  163. 
Nature  of  relation,  156,  157. 
Of  origin,.  162,  163. 
Owners  of  captured  vessels,  373*- 

375. 
Prestun{>tions  as  to,  160,  161. 

Private  international  law,  185-187. 

Public  officers,  159,  160. 

Residence  required,  158,  159. 

Reversion  of,  160,  162,  163. 

Rules  of,  158-162. 

Subordinate  persons,  160. 

Wife,  161. 
Droit  d'angarie,  436,  437. 
Droit  d^awaine,  152. 
Droit  de  ditractum,  152. 
Duty  of  non-interferenoe,  98,  99. 

Effects  of  a  state  of  war,  282-^86, 

On  belligerents,  ^82, 
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Citizens,  282-285,  288. 

Enemy  merchant  ships,  284. 

Neutiids,  281. 

Property,  283-285. 

Treaties,  285,  286. 
Embargo,  266,  267. 
Ehibassies  {see  Legation),  190-^10. 
Enemy  propecty  at  sea  (see  Mari- 
time  Capture),    357-375.    384- 

387. 
Enemy  property  of  land,   see  Mili- 
tary Occupation. 
Booty,  310,  311. 
Clas^cation,  306. 
Contributions,  310. 
Private,  306,  307,  312,  313. 
Public,  306. 
Requisitions,  308,  309. 
Treatment,  283,  306-313. 
Enforcement  of  treaty  stipulations, 

84,  85,  IQ2, 
Enlistment  of  troops  in  neutral  ter- 
ritory, 397-399- 
Envoys    extraordinary    (see    Minis- 
ters), 195. 
Equality  of  rights,  36. 
Inequality  of  power  and  i^uence, 

36. 
Espionage  (see  Spies),  321,  322. 
European  concert,  108,  109. 
Exchange  of  prisoners  of  war,  316- 
318. 
Basis  of,  316. 
Cartels,  316,  317,  339. 
Credits,  316. 
Exclusive  dominion,  claims  to,  57, 

58,  387-390. 

Effects  on  neutrality,  387-390. 
Execution  of  foreign  contracts,  185. 
Exemptions  from  capture,  374,  570. 
Exemptions    from    jurisdiction,    see 
Exterritoriality. 

Ambassadors,  87,  SS,  200,  211. 

Armies  in  transit,  82-85* 

Consuls,  216-218. 

Diplomatic  employes,  200,  211. 

Merchant  vessels,  70-74. 

Ministers,  87,  88,  200-211. 

Sovereigns,  85-87. 

War  vessels,  74-83,  88,  89. 
Exequatur  (see  Consuls),  213. 

Revocation  of,  213,  214. 

Withdrawal  of,  213,  214. 
Expatriation,  143-151. 

Consent,  144-147. 


Consequences  of,  144,  145* 

Definition,  143,  144. 

Heinrich's  case,  147,  148. 
•  Indelible  allegiance,  144. 

Involuntary,  144. 

Koszta's  case,  148-150. 

Largomarsini's  case,  150. 

Naturalization,  139-143,  147-151. 

PurposCj  143,  144. 

Restrictions  on,  145-147. 

Views  as  to,  145-147. 

Voluntary,  143,  i±^. 
Expeditions,  marauaing,  100,  loi. 

Originating    ki    neutral    territory, 
404,  405. 
Explosive  bullets,  299,  521-523. 
Extensive  interpretation  (see  Treat- 
ies), 247,  248. 
Exterritoriality,  74-89. 

Ambassadors,  87,  88,  200-210. 

Armies  in  transit,  83-85. 

BaUimare,  case  of  the,  80-82. 

Constitution,  case  of  the,  81,  82. 

Consuls  in  Eastern  countries,  88. 

Diplomatic  employ^,  87,  88,  200- 
210. 

Extent  of  privilege,  74. 

Foreign  residents  in  Eastern  coun- 
tries, 88. 

Legations,  87,  88,  200-210. 

Maine,  case  of  the,  77-80. 

Ministers,  87,  88,  200-210. 

Nature  of  privilege,  74. 

Public  armed  vessel,  74-83f  89. 

Sitka,  case  of  the,  77. 

Sovereigns,  85-87. 

Troops,  83-85. 
Extinction  of  states,  42. 
Extraditable  offences: 

Character  of,  175,  176. 

Evidence  as  to,  by  what  law  de- 
termined, 176. 

Political  offences,  177. 
Extradition,  166-180. 

Comity,  surrender  by,  167,  174. 

Conditions  of,  175-177. 

Crimes   committed    abroad,    166, 
167. 

Criminal  jurisdiction,  166-169. 

Cutting  case,  170-172. 

Definition,  178. 

Difference  ot  view  as  to  criminal 
jurisdiction,  168. 

Evidence  as  to  offence,  sufficiency, 
of,  176. 
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Extraditable  offences,  174,  175. 

Extra-territorial  crimes,  168,  169. 

Forums  of  trial,  177. 

Interstate  extradition,  178-180.* 

Methods  of,  174. 

Mtmidpal  laws,  surrenders  under, 

I7f 
Political  offenders  not  surrendered, 

177. 
Procedure  m,  174. 

Requests  for,  by  whom  made,  174, 

175. 
Robins  case,  177,  178. 

Rules  of,  174-177. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence,  by  what 

law  determined,  176. 

Surrender  of  offenders,  175-177. 

Treaties  of,  174,  175,  177,  178. 

Strictly  construed,  174. 

Extradition  treaties,  174-178. 

Citizens  of  surrendering  state,  176, 

177. 
Conditions    of    extradition,    175- 

178. 

Construction  of,  174. 

Evidence  as  to  offence,  sufficiency 
of,  176. 

Extraditable  offences,  174,  175. 

Offences  against  surrendering  state, 
176. 

Political  offences,  177. 

Purpose,  173.  174. 

Requests  for  extradition,  how 
made,  174,  175. 

Restriction  on  prosecution  of  of- 
fender, 176. 

Surrender  of  subjects,  176,  177. 

United  States  treaties  of,  177,  178. 
Extra-territorial  jurisdiction,  69-89. 

Ambassadors,  87,  88. 

Armies  in  transit,  83-85. 

Consuls,  88. 

Crimes  in  unoccupied  territory,  70. 

Extent,  69,  70. 

Foreign  residents  in  Oriental  coun- 
tries, 88. 

Merchant  vessels  on  high  sens,  70, 

71. 

In  foreign  ports,  71-74. 
Piracy,  61,  62. 

Public  armed  vessels  in  foreign 
ports,  74-83,  88,  89. 

On  high  seas,  70,  74. 
Sovereigns,  85-87. 
Troops,  83-85. 


Field's  rule  {see  Contraband),  454. 
Fisheries,  57,  60,  61. 
Coast,  exemptions  in  time  of  war, 

61.  374,  375.  570. 
Freedom  of,  57,  60,  61. 
In  high  seas,  57,  60,  61. 
Fishing-boats,  exemption  from  ca{!)t- 

ure,  374, 375.  570. 
Flag  of  enemy,  use  of,  prohibited  on 
land,  206,  297,  512. 
Permitted  at  sea,  297. 
Flag  of  Geneva  Convention,  511. 
Flags  of  protection,  552. 

Flags  of  truce,  337-340»  55^,  553- 

Abuse  of,  337. 

Bearers,  337. 

Communication  by,  337. 

Duty  to  receive,  not  abisolute,  337. 

Immunity  of,  337-34O1  57^1  580. 

Right  to  send,  337. 

Treatment  of,  A37. 
Florida^  case  of  uie,  428. 
Forces  employed  in  war,  288-295, 
546. 

At  sea,  293-295,  561. 

Guerillas,  292,  322. 

LevUren  masse,  290,  547. 

Militia,  289,  290,  547. 

On  land,  289-293. 

Partisans,  290. 

Privateers,  294. 

Regular  troops,  289,  294. 

Restrictions  on,  292,  293. 

Savages,  292,  293. 

Semi-civilized  races,  291,  292. 

Volunteers,  289-290. 
Forcible  measures  of  redress,  262- 
270. 

Embargo,  266,  267. 

Justifiable,  when,  263. 

Limitation  on,  263. 

Pacific  blockade,  267-270,  481. 

Purpose,  263. 

Reprisals,  264,  265. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 

Right  to  resort  to,  263. 
Foreign   enlistment  acts    (see   Neu- 
trality Laws),  432-434. 
Foreign  enlistments,  397-399,  557. 
Foreign  judgments  (see  Conflict  of 
Laws),  187,  188. 

Conditions  to  be  fulfilled,  187,  188, 

Effect  of,  187. 

Enforcement  of,  188. 

Execution,  188. 
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Hearing,  187. 

Jurisdiction  of  tribunal,  187. 

Parties,  187. 

Pleading  of,  in  bar,  188. 

Practice  of  states  in  respect  to, 
188. 

Reciprocity  in,  187,  188. 

Subject  matter,  187. 

Why  produced,  188. 
Foreign  laws  {see  Conflict  of  Laws), 
185,  186. 

Caste  not  recognized,  186. 

Contracts,  185,  186. 

Criminal  laws  not  enforceable,  186. 

Distinctions  of  rank,  186. 

Penal  laws  not  enforceable,  186. 

Process,  i86. 

Property,  real  and  personal,  186. 

Slavery,  186. 
Foreign  residents  in  Oriental  coun- 
tries, 88. 

Duty  of,  to  observe  local  law,  96. 

Protection  of,  95-98. 

Redress   of    wrongs    suffered    by, 

95-98. 
Fortified  places,  attack  and  defence 

'        of,  301-303.  592,  566. 

Defence  of,  301-303. 

Duty  of  commander,  301-303. 

Surrender  of,  302,  303. 
France,  neutrality  laws  of,  438. 
Franconia,  case  of  the,  56,  57. 
Freedom  of  the  sea,  57. 
Free  ships,  free  goods,  382,  383. 
Friendship,  case  of  the,  443. 
Full  power  (see  Ambassadors),  196. 

Character,  196. 

Contents,  196, 

Presentation,  196. 

Purpose,  196. 

General  truce  (see  Armistice),  339- 

341. 
Geneva    arbitration     (see    Alabama 

Case),  415-421. 

Award,  420. 

Composition  of  tribunal,  417. 

Decision,  420. 

History,  415. 

Indirect  claims,  419. 

Meeting  of  tribunal,  418. 

Results  of,  421,  422. 

Rules  of  interpretation,  419,  420. 

Three  rules,  417. 

Treaty  of  Washington,  416. 


Geneva    conventions    (1864,    1906), 
318,  319,  503-514. 
Brassard,  511. 
Character,  503-507. 
History,  503. 
Hospitals,  ^08,  511. 
Hospital-ships,  566-570. 
Maritime  warfare,  566-570. 
Neutrality  of  hospitals,  508-511. 
Neutrality  of  hospital-ships,  566- 

570. 

Purpose,  505. 

Red  Cross,  511. 

Sick,  treatment  of,  507-508. 

Wounded,  507-508. 
Good  offices    (see  Mediation),   255, 

^  259,  554,  555. 

International    agreement    respect- 
ing, 527-528. 
Governments,  32-34. 

Absolute,  33. 

Aristocracies,  33. 

Classification,  32. 

Constitutional,  32,  33. 

De  facto,  34. 

De  jure,  34. 

Democracies,  33. 

Oligarchies,  33. 

Powers  of,  32. 

Republics,  33. 
Governors-General,    visits    and    sa- 
lutes, 134. 
Great  Britain: 

Neutral  policy  of,  380-383,  387- 

392. 

Neutrahty  laws,  435-437. 
Greta,  case  of  the,  443,  444. 
Grotius  (see  Text- writers),  19. 

Authority  of,  19,  23. 

Influence    on    international    law, 
19,  20. 

Jus  gentium,  23,  24. 

Law  of  Nations,  23. 

Work  of,  19. 
Guarantee,  treaties  of,  243. 
Guerillas,  292,  322. 

Acts  not  authorized,  322,  323. 

Nature  of  offence,  322. 

Penalty,  323. 
Guides,  554. 

Hague   conferences,    the,    257-262, 
519-595.  602,  625-637. 
Application  of  Geneva  Convention 
to  maritime  warfare,  566-570, 
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Arbitral  agreement,  257-262,  532- 

542. 
Automatic  meetmgs,  590. 

Bombardments   by   naval   forces, 
•  566. 

Contracttial  debts,  261,  542-544. 
Declarations,  520,  588-590. 
Diminution  of  armaments,  589. 
Enemy  merchant  ships,  560,  561. 
International   commission    of    in- 
quiry, 259,  260,  529-532. 
Maritime  neutrality,  584,  588. 
Mines,  562-564. 
Neutrahty  on  Land,  557-560. 
Opening  of  hostilities,  544,  545. 
Permanent    judicial    court,    589, 

_  590-595.      . 
Recommendations,  52^. 

Restrictions  on  maritime  capture, 

570.  571. 
Rules  of  war  on  land,  546-556. 
Transformation  of  merchant  ships, 
561,  562. 
Harbor  regulations,   observance  of, 

by  diips-of-war,  75. 
Heinnch,  case  of,  147,  148. 
High  Seas,  57-62. 
Claims  to  exclusive  dominion  over, 

57.  59. 
Closed  seas,  58,  59. 

Extent,  57. 

Fishery  in,  57,  60,  61. 

Freedom  of,  57. 

Turisdiction  over  ships  on,  69-74. 

Marine  League,  54-56. 

Navigation  of,  57. 

Piracy,  61,  62. 

Ship  canals,  62,  63. 

Straits,  59,  60. 

Submarine  telegraph  cables,  64,  65. 
Historical  monuments,  protection  in 

war,  556. 
History  as  a  source  of  international 

law,  19-30. 
History  of  international  law,  19-30. 
Holy  Alliance  (see  Monroe  Doctrine), 

no,  III. 
Honors   {see  Salutes,    Visits),    124- 

134. 
Horsa,  case  of  the  (see  Neutrality), 

409. 
Hospitals,  see  Geneva  Conventions. 
Distinctive  fla{[,  511. 
Immunity  of,  m  war,  508. 
Protection  in  war,  508-510. 


Hospital-ships,  neutralization  in  war, 

„     566-570. 
Hostages,  366. 

Hostile  expeditions  (see  Neutrality), 
404,  405. 

Augmentation  of  force,  407, 408. 
Hotel  of  ambassador,  199,  206-210. 

Asylum  in,  209, 210. 

Immunity  of,  206,  207. 
Hot  shot,  299. 
Humanity,  117,  118. 

Duty,  117. 
•  Expression  of  duty,  117. 

Extent,  117. 

In  war,  286-288. 

Method  of  performance,  117,  118. 

Immunities  of  ambassadors,  199- 
210. 

IifPERFBCT  rights: 

Asylum,  92,  1 18-122. 

Ceremonial,  124. 

Character,  116. 

Comity,  122. 

Duties,  92,  116. 

Humanity,  117. 

Intercourse,  122-124. 

Moral  claims,  92,  116. 

Mutual  respect,  124. 

Reciprocal,  118. 
Imposts;  customs,  exemption  of  am- 
bassadors from,  209,  210. 

Personal,  exemption  of  aliens,  154. 
Impresstnent  of  seamen,  497-501. 

indefinite  occupation,  ^35,  A36. 
Indelible  allegiance,  doctnne  of,  144. 
Independence  of  states,  36,  278,  279. 

Recognition  of,  278, 279. 
Innocent  passage,  ^9. 
Inquiry,    international    commission 
of,  258,  260,  52^532. 

Authonty,  529. 

Composition,  529. 

Decision,  532. 

Effect  of  finding,  532. 

Pacts,  findings  of,  532. 

Investigation,  530,  531. 

Turisdiction,  529. 

Procedure,  529-531. 

Purpose,  528. 

Report,  531. 
Instruments  used  in  war,  298-301. 

Balloons,  299. 

Bar-shot,  299. 

Chain-shot,  299. 
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Character,  298,  299. 

Effects  of,  301. 

Hot  shot,  299. 

Injuries  caused  by,  298,  299. 

Mmes,  300,  301. 

Projectiles,    restrictions    on,    299, 

520-523.  544- 
Torpedoes,  300,  301. 

Wounds  caused  by,  298,  299. 
Insurrections    (see    Internal    Wars), 

274.  276-279. 
Intercourse,  122,  124. 

Commercial,  123,  124. 

Interstate,  122,  123. 

Restrictions  on,  123,  124. 
Intercourse     between     belligerents, 

330-338. 

Armistices,  339-341. 

Authority  for,  336. 

Capitulations,  339. 

Cartels,  316,  339. 

Flags  of  truce,  337. 

Licenses  to  trade,  338. 

Necessity,  336. 

Purpose,'  336. 

Safe  conducts,  337,  338.^ 

Safeguards,  337,  338. 

Sanction,  337. 

Truces,  339-341- 
Interference,  98-115. 

Amelia  Island,  case  of,  loi. 

Balance  of  power,  104-108. 

Caroline,  case  of  the,  loi,  102. 

Concert  of  Europe,  108,  109. 

Duty  of  non-interference,  99. 

Enforcement    of    treaty    stipula- 
tions, 94,  95,  102. 

Marauding  expeditions,  leo,  loi. 

Monroe  Doctrine,  no-115. 

Oppressed  nationalities,  103,  104. 

Primacy  of  the  great  powers,  108, 
109. 

Pursuance  of  treaty,  102. 

St.  Marks,  Florida,  case  of,  100,  loi. 

Self-defence,  93,  99-102. 

Self-preservation,  93. 

Spheres  of  influence,  109,  no. 

Suppression  of  insurrection,  102,103, 

To  suppress,  102,  103. 
Internal  wars,  27^-279. 

Belligerency  of  insurgents,  276, 277. 

Belligerent  parties,  275-277. 

Civil  wars,  274. 

Claims  for  damages,  353,  354. 

Classification,  274. 


Conditions  of  belligerency,   276- 

278. 
Definition,  274. 
Destruction  ot  pioperty  in,  350- 

^  354. 

Independence,  278,  279. 

Injuries  inflicted  during,  350-354. 

Insurrections,  274. 

Loss  of  property  due  to,  353,  354. 

Mob  violence,  353,  354. 

Parties  to,  275,  277. 

Rebellions,  274. 

Recognition  01  belligerency,   276, 

277. 
Recogmtion  of  mdependence,  278, 

279. 

International    arbitration,    255-263, 

513-524.  , 
International  law: 

Development,  21,  30. 

History,  21-27. 

Nature,  19. 

Sources,  ip,  20. 

International  Peace  Conferences  of 

1899  and  1907,  257-262,  519- 

524,  525-595. 

Internment  of  belligerents,  315,  316, 

558,  569.^ 
Internment  of  prisoners   of  war  in 
neutral  temtory,  315,  316,  508, 
548,  558. 
Interpretation  of  treaties,  245-248. 
Art,  terms  of,  246. 
Beneficial  clauses,  246. 
Earlier  clauses,  247. 
Entire  instrument  to  be  considered, 

247. 

Extensive  interpretation,  247. 

Favorable  clauses,  246. 

General  clauses,  247. 

Harsh  clauses,  246. 

Inoperative  interpretation,  246. 

Later  clauses,  247. 

Liberal  clauses,  246. 

Restrictive  interpretation,  247. 

Sense  of  words,  246. 

Special  clauses,  247. 

Spirit  of  instrument,  246,  247. 

Technical  terms,  246. 

Unfavorable  clauses,  2^6. 

Usual  meaning  of  words,  246. 

Whole    instrument    to    be    con- 
sidered, 247. 
Interstate  extradition   (see  Extradi- 
tion), 178-180. 
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Interventioii  (see  Interference),  98- 

US' 
Balance  of  power,  104-108. 

Case  of  Cuba,  1898,  1906,  104,  599. 

Conformity  to  treaty  stipulations, 

IQ2. 

Justification  of,  98-115. 

Monroe  Doctrine,  110-115. 

Non-interference,  98,  99. 

Oppressed  peoples,  109,  no. 

Primacy  of  great  powers,  108,  109. 

Pursuance  of  treaty,  102. 

Spheres  of  influence,  109,  no. 
Investment    (see   Siege;     Blockade), 

439,  440,  468,  565. 
lUUa,  case  of  the  (see  Neutrality), 
410,  411. 

Jurisdiction: 

Coast  sea,  54-57* 

Consular,  88,  218-221. 

Criminal,  39,  166-177. 

Exclusive,  41,  69-83. 

Bxtra-territorial,  69-89. 

On  high  seas,  57-65.  69-74. 

Straits,  59. 

Unoccupied  territory,  70. 
Jus  gentium,  184. 

Source  of  international  law,  20. 

Source  of  private  intematioxial  law, 
184. 

KoszTA,  case  of,  148-150. 

Language  of  diplomacy,  197. 

Treaties,  233. 
Largomarsini,  case  of,  150. 
Law  of -hostile  occupation,  327-336. 
Laws  of  war: 

Attack  of  places,  301-303. 

Balloons,  299. 

Booty,  310. 

Capitulations,  339. 

Captured  property,  310,  311. 

Cartels,  317-339- 

Character  and  tendency,  286-288. 

Collective  penalties,  324,  325. 

Combatants,  288-295,  312-314. 

Contributions,  310,  311. 

Crimes  and  offences  against,  318- 
326. 

Deceit,  2^. 

Devastation,  304,  305. 

Enemy  property,  306-314. 


Flag  of  enemy,  296,  297. 

Flag  of  truce,  336,  337. 

Force,  restriction  on  use  of,  288. 

Forces  employed,  288-293. 

Geneva  conventions,  318,  503-514, 
566-570. 

Good  faith,  rule  of,  296. 

Guerillas,  322,  514. 

Hague  conventions,  519-595. 

Hostilities,  295-306. 

Instruments  used,  298-301. 
Restrictions  on,  298,  299. 

Intercourse  in  war,  336-339. 

Levie  en  masse,  290,  547. 

Martial  law,  333. 

Military  jurisdiction,  320. 

Military  necessity,  304,  305,  320, 
321,  324,  327. 

Military  occupation,  327-336. 

Military  rule,  333-336. 

Military  tribtmals,  320,  333-336. 

Non-combatants,  312,  313. 

Partisans,  290. 

Pillage,  308,  323. 

Prisoners  of  war,  313-318. 

Property,  private,  306,  313. 
Public,  306. 

Quarter,  297. 

Rebellions,  274-280. 

Requisitions,  308-310. 

Restrictions  on,  295,  296. 

Retaliation,  326,  327. 

Spies,  321,  322. 

Status  of  hostility,  288,  289. 

Subjects  treated  in,  288. 

Tendency,  286-288. 

Termination  of  war,  339. 

Truces,  339. 

Uniform  of  enemy,  296,  297. 
Legal  status  of  persons,  determined 

by  domicile,  136-138. 
Legates  (see  Ministers),  195. 
Legation  (su  Ministers),  190-21 1. 

Asylum,  209,  210. 

Attaches,  19;},  194,  210,  211. 

Exterritoriality,  200-210. 

Hotel,  206,  207. 

Origin  of  right,  190,  191. 

Right  of,  191,  192. 

Secretaries,  193,  194. 
Legationary  asylum,  209,  210. 

Accorded,  when,  209. 

Limitation,  right  of,  210. 
Letters  of  Marque  (su  Privateers), 
294. 
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Levant,  constilar  institutions  in,  211, 
212. 

Consular  jurisdiction,  88,  218-221. 
Levie  en  masse,  290,  547. 

Authorization,  290,  547. 

Badge,  290,  547. 

Conditions,  2jio,  547. 
Licenses  to  trade,  338,  339. 

Authority  for,  338,  339. 

By  whom  issued,  338,  339. 

Purpose,  358,  3^9. 

To  whom  issued,  138,  339. 

Violation  of,  penalty,  339. 
Loss  of  soverei^ty,  42. 

Territory,  66,  67. 

Mails,  neutral  conveyance  of,  444, 

597. 
Destmation  of,  464,  465. 
Liability  to  seizure,  464,  465,  570. 
Maine,  case  of  the,  77~8o. 
Marauding    expeditions,    see    Inter- 
ference. 
Amelia  Island,  case  of,  loi. 
Caroline,  case  of  the,  loi,  102. 
St.  Marks,  Florida,  case  of,  100, 

lOI. 

Marginal  Sea  {see  Marine  League), 

^    54-56. 
Marta  Luz,  case  of  the,  121.  122. 
Marine  artillery,  recommendation  of 

the  Hague  Conference,  524. 
Marine  league  {see  Territory),  54-56. 

Case  of  ttie  Franconia,  56,  57. 

Extent  of,  55. 

Jurisdiction  over,  55. 

Limits,  55. 
Maritime    capture    {see    Captures), 

357-375.  570.  571. 
Authority  for,  358-361. 
By  whom  made,  360. 
Duty  of  captor,  362,  363. 
Exemptions  from,  570-572. 
Legality  of,  how  determined,  369- 

r  375. 

Locality  of,  360,  361. 
Neutral  waters,  360,  361. 
Privateers,  293-295,  360,  373. 
Prize,  361-363. 
Prize-courts,  369-375. 
Property  liable  to,  360. 
Ransom,  363-369. 
Recapture,  363-369. 
When  complete,  361,  362. 
Where  made,  360,  361. 


Maritime  ceremonial,  1 24-1 31. 
Agreement  as  to  salutes,  129,  130. 
Boarding  visit,  130,  131. 
Festivals,   133. 
Foreign   ports,    ceremonies,    129- 

131- 
High  Seas,  128,  129. 

Honors,  124-126,  1 28-131. 
National  anniversaries,  133. 
Salutes^  128-134. 
Visit  of  ceremony,  130-134, 
Maritime  cities  of  Europe,  develop- 
ment of  neutrality  among,  377- 

380,  387-389. 
Maritime  law  of  Europe,  20. 

Early  codes,  21. 
Maritime  law  of  Wisbuy   {see  Sea 

Laws),  21. ' 
Maritime  neutrality,  584-588. 
Maritime  war,   rules  of,   305,   306, 

357-375.  589- 
Bounty,  373. 

Captures,  358-364. 

Conversion    of    merchant    ships, 

294,  560. 
Distribution,  372-373. 
Domicile,  373-375. 
Exemption  from  capture,  374,  375. 
Forces  employed,  293-295,  360. 
Head  money,  373. 
Hostages,  366. 
Letters  of  marque,  294,  295,  360, 

^  373,  515. 
Posthmmy,  306-369. 

Privateers,  293-295,  360,  373,  515. 

Prize,  361-369. 

Prize-cou^s,  369-375. 

Prize-crews,  362,  363. 

Prize-money,  372,  373. 

Ransom,  364-366. 

Recapture,  366-369. 

Right  of  capture,  358,  359. 

Rules  of  domicile,  373-375. 

Salvage,  367,  368. 

Tendency  of  rules,  357,  358. 

Title  to  captured  property,  361, 
362. 

Usages  of  war  at  sea,  305,  306,  589. 
Marriage,    foreign    {see   Conflict   of 
Laws),  185. 

Consuls,  power  of,  to  solemnise, 
215. 

Valimtv  of,  how  determined,  185. 
Martial  law  {see  Military  Occupa- 
tion), 333. 
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Measures  of  redress,  250-270. 

Amicable,  250--254. 

Arbitration,  255-260. 

Diplomatic  adjustment,  250-254. 

Embax^o,  266,  267. 

Forcible,  263-270. 

Mediation,  25^-259. 

Pacific  blockade,  267-270. 

Reprisals,  264,  265. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 
Mediation,  254,  259,  260,  527. 

Agreement  in  respect  to,  259,  260, 

527.  528. 
Binding  force,  255. 

Compiled  with  arbitration,  257. 

Duty  of  moderation,  253,  254. 

Effect  of  offer  of,  255-259. 

Good  offices,  255-259. 

History,  255. 

Offers  of,  259. 

Power  of  mediator,  259. 

Procedure,  255-259. 

Purpose,  255-259. 

Treaty  respecting,  259,  527,  528. 

Mediterranean    cities,    development 

of    international    law    among, 

387-389. 
Neutrality  among,  377-380. 

Merchant  vessels,  70-74. 

Approach    to    verify    nationality, 
488. 

Asylum  to,  1 18-122. 

Causes  of  action  arising  on,  70-74. 

Conversion  in  time  of  war,  561. 

Crimes  on,  70-74, 

Destruction  of  prizes,  364. 

Exemptions  from  capture,  375, 570. 

Exterritorial  character,  69^-74. 

Jurisdiction  over,  70-74. 

National  character,  70. 

Sally,  case  of  the,  73,  74. 

Salutes  by,  129. 

Search  of,  in  peace,  487,  488. 
In  war,  483. 

Territorial  character,  70-74. 

Transformation  into  ships-of-war, 
294,  561. 

Treatment   at   outbreak   of   war, 
284,  560. 

Wildoihus,  case  of,  72,  73. 
Mexico,  French  occupation  of,  114. 
Military  attaches,  210,  211. 

Duties,  210. 

Immunities,  2io« 

Privileges,  21a, 


Military  ceremonial,  124-134. 

Agreement  as  to  salutes,  129,  130. 

Boarding  visits,  130,  131. 

Festivals,  133. 

Honors,  124-126,  1 28-131. 

National  anniversaries,  133. 

Salutes,  128-134. 

Visits  of  ceremony,  130-114. 
Military  jurisdiction  (see  Military  Oc- 
cupation, 320-326,  554,  556. 

Character,  320. 

Classification,  318. 

Collective  responsibilities  of  com- 
munities, 524,  325. 

Courts-martial,  320,  321. 

Crimes  of  violence,  323,  324. 

Guerillas,  322. 

Law  of  hostile  occupation,  327, 336. 

Military  commissions,  320,  321. 

Offences,  319-326. 

Pillaging,  323. 

Retaliation,  325,  326. 

Spies,  321. 

Tribunals,  320-321. 

Where  exercised,  320,  321. 
Military  law,  jurisdiction  under,  318. 
Military  necessity;,  507. 
Military  occupation,  327-336,  554- 

556. 
All^liance  of  inhabitants,  327-330. 
Authority  of  occupant,  327,  331- 

Courts  in  occupied  territory,  332. 
Different  views  of,  327-330. 
History  of,  327-330. 
Indefinite,  335. 
Martial  law,  333-335- 
Political  changes,  332. 
Present  view,  330-335- 
Property,  treatment  of,  330,  335. 
Punishment    of    crime,    319-326, 

330-336. 
Rights  of  occupant,  330-335. 
Suspension  of  mw  in  occupied  ter- 

ntory,  331-335- 
Merchant  ships,  conversion  mto  ves- 

sds-of-war,  294,  560. 
Military  rule  (see  Martial  law),  333, 

334- 
Military  service: 

Exemption  of  aliens  from,  154. 
Obligations  of  citizens  to  render, 
I54« 
Militia,  employment  of,  in  war,  989, 
990, 
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Mines  {see  Torpedoes),  300,  301,  562. 
Submarine,  300,  562. 
Use  of,  in  land  operations,  300, 

301. 
Ministers,  190-211. 
Appointment  of,  195,  196. 
Asylum  in  hotel,  210,  211. 
Attaches,  201,  210,  211. 
Cases  against,  where  triable,  207, 

208. 
Civil  jurisdiction,  immunity  from, 

205. 
Classification,  193,  194. 
Credence,  letters  of,  195,  196. 
Criminal    jurisdiction,    immunity 

from,  202-205. 
Customs    dues,  exemption   fxx>m, 

209,  210. 
Duties,  197. 

Envoys,  I93-I95- 

Exterritoriafity,  87,  88,  200-210. 

Pull  powers  of^  196. 

Honors  to,  132. 

Hotel,  206,  207. 

Immunities  of,  199-210. 

Inviolability  of,  199-210. 

Jurisdiction  over,  207,  208. 

Legates,  195. 

Ministers  resident,  194,  195. 

Nuncios,  195. 

Origin,  190,  191. 

Privileges,  199-210. 

Rank,  194,  195. 

Reception,  195,  196. 

Religious  worship,  208,  209. 

Representative  character,  194,  195. 

Right  to  receive,  191,  192. 

Right  to  reject,  191,  192. 

Right  to  send,  191,  192. 

Suspension  of  functions,  198. 

Termination  of  mission,  198,  199. 

Titles  of,  195. 
Ministers  plenipotentiary,  193,  195. 

Resident,  194,  1^5. 
Missions  (su  Mimsters),  190-210. 

Suspension  of,  198. 

Termination  of,  108,  199. 
Mississippi,  case  of  the  {see  River 

Navigation),  50-52. 
Moderation,  duty  of  (see  Disputes), 

253,  254. 
Monroe  Doctrine^  iia-115. 

Application  of , '  1 1 3-1 1 5. 

Authorship,  11 1,  112. 

Cause  of,  no,  in. 


Declaration,  in,  112. 

French  occupation  of  Mexico,  case 
of,  n^,  n5. 

Holy  alliance,  no,  lu- 

Limitations  on,  113. 

Panama  Congress,  113,  note. 

Statement  of,  in,  112. 

Venezuelan  boundary,  case  of,  115. 

Yucatan,  case  of,  113,  114. 
Most    favored    nation    clause    (see 

Treaties),  248,  249. 
Museums,  protection  of,  in  war,  507. 
Mutual    respect    (see    Ceremonial), 
124-134. 

Ceremonial,  126-134. 

Maritime  ceremonies,  128,  131. 

Military  ceremonies,  132-134. 

National  anniversaries,  133. 

Origin  of  practice,  124-126. 

Present  practice,  126-134. 

Salutes,  128-134. 

Visits,  130-134. 

National  anniversaries,  observance 

of.  133- 
National  character  (see  Citizenship), 

135-165,  374. 
Acquisition,  138,  139. 

Distinguished  from  domicile,  135- 

138.  157. 
Forfeiture  of,  139,  143-151. 

Merchant  ships,  70,  71,  374. 
Nationality  of  persons,  135-165. 

Of  owners  of  captured  ships,  374. 

Of  ships,  373-375- 
Nations  (see  States),  31. 
Naturalization,  1 38-1 51. 

Acquisition  of  citizenship  by,  138- 
140. 

Collective,  iao,  141. 

Conditions  ot,  139,  140. 

Consent  of  state  of  nativity,  140- 
142. 

Consequences,  141,  142. 

Definition,  139,  140. 

Effects  of,  139-142. 

Forfeiture,  139. 

Heinrich's  case,  147,  148. 

Individual,  139,  140. 

Koszta's  case,  148-150. 

Largomarsini's  case,  150. 

Oath  of  allegiance,  140. 

Renunciation  of  allegiance,  140. 

Residence  required,  140. 

Treaties,  142,  143. 
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Naturalization  treaties,  142,  143. 

Of  the  United  States,  143. 
Naturalized  citizens,  139-151. 
Natural  law  (see  Jus  geTUiutn)^  18, 

19,  note. 
Natuml  law  of  nations,  28. 
Naval  attaches,  210,  211. 
Navigable  rivers,  46-54. 

Regulation  of,  48-54. 
Navigation,  ri^ht  of,  46, 48-54, 57-60. 

Boundary  nvers,  46,  48-54. 

Coast  sea,  54-56. 

High  seas,  57,  58. 

Marginal  sea,  54-56. 

Rivers,  46,  48-54. 

Straits,  ^9,  60. 

Three-mile  limit,  54-56. 
Negotiation  of  treaties  (see  Treaties), 

229-236. 
Neutrality,  276,  376-^38. 

Alabama^  case  of  the,  411-415. 

Armed,  394,  395. 

Asylum,  right  of,  422-424,  430. 

Augmentation  of  force,  407,  408. 

Character  of  rebellion,  376,  377. 

Consdato  del  Mare,    rules  of  re- 
specting, 380,  381. 

Declaration  of  Paris,  384-387. 

Definition,  376. 

Duty  of,   how  determined,   406- 
408. 

England,  influence  of,  392. 

EnBstment  of  troops,  397-400. 

Exclusive    dominion,    claims    to, 
387-390. 

Free  ships,  free  goods,  382,  383. 

Geneva  arbitration,  415-422. 

Gradations  of,  394. 

History,  377-393. 

Horsa,  case  of  the,  409,  410. 

Hostile  expedition,  404,  405. 

Itata,  case  of  the,  410. 

Laws,  431-436. 

Permanent,  394. 

Responsibility  of  states  for  acts  of 
subjects,  400-403. 

Rules  of  1756,  390,  391. 

Rules  of  1793,  391. 

Strict,  395-3?7. 

Terceira  affair,  408,  409. 
Neutrality  laws,  431-436. 

Character,  431,  432. 

Citizens  affected  by,  431,  432. 

Continental  states,  435,  436. 

Foreign  enlistment  acts,  432-434. 


France,  435. 

Great  Britain,  432-434. 

Purpose,  431,  432. 

Scope,  431,  432. 

Subjects  affected  by,  431,  432. 

United  States,  437. 
Neutral  duties,  395-424. 

Alabama,  case  of  the,  411-415. 

Asylum,  422-424. 

Augmentation  of  force,  407,  408, 
432,  434,  584-588. 

Character,  395,  396. 

Enlistment  of  troops,  397-399. 

Expeditions,  40^,  405. 

Geneva  arbitration,  415,  421. 

Horsa,  case  of  the,  409. 

How  determined,  406,  407. 

Individuals,  acts  of,  399-403. 

Itata,  case  of  the,  410,  411. 

Responsibility  of  state,  395. 

Terceira  affair,  408,  409. 
Neutral  rights,  425-434. 

Asylum,  422-425,  A30. 

Captures  in  neutral  waters,  426. 

Character,  425. 

Chesapeaket  case  of  the,  428. 

Coal,  supply  of,  433. 

Florida,  case  of  the,  429. 

Immunities,  430,  431. 

Mails,  conveyance  of,  by  neutrals, 

444,  571. 
Privateers,  432. 

Prizes,  432,  587. 

Provisions,  4^2,  586. 

Public  armed  vessels,  432,  433. 

Restitution  of  captures,  427. 

Territory,  immunity  of,  426,  430. 

Waters,  immunity  of,  426. 

Neutral  territory,  430-432,  557-559- 

Adn;iission    01    belligerent    ships, 

432,  434. 
Alabama,  case  of  the,  411-415. 
Asylum  to  troops  and  ships,  422 

425,  430.  584-588. 
Augmentation    of    force   in,    407, 

408. 
Captures  in,  unlawful,  360,  361, 

426,  427. 

Chesapeake,  case  of  the,  427,  428. 
Demands  for  restitution,  by  whom 

made,  427. 
Enlistment  of  troops  in,  397-399, 

557. 
Expeditions    onginating    in,    403, 

405.  • 
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Florida,  case  of  the,  429. 

Immunity  of,   from  acts  of  hos- 
tility, 426-4.30. 

Internment  ot  troops  in,  422. 

Prize-courts,  may  not  sit  in,  369, 
370,  584-588. 

Newton,  case  of  the,  73,  74. 

Nicaragua  ship  canal,  63. 

Non-combatants,  312,  313. 

Propertyof,  312,  313. 

Protection  of,  312,  313. 
Non-interference,  the  rule  in  inter- 
national   affairs    {see    Interfer- 
ence), 98,  99. 
Non-intervention    {see  Interference), 

98,  99. 
Nuncios  {see  Ministers),  195. 

Occasional  contraband,  468-470. 

Occupation    {see    Military    Occupa- 
tion), 66,  327-336,  554,  556,  581, 
583. 
Military,  327-336,  53i.  532,  548- 

551. 
Of  territory,  66,  511,  «2,  548-551. 

Occupied  territory  (see  Military  Oc- 
cupation), 327-336,  554^556. 

Offences  in  unoccupied  territory,  how 
punished,  70. 

Opinion  {see  Public  Opinion),  27. 

Oppressed   populations,   interference 
in  behalf  of,  109,  no. 

Oriental    monarchies,    international 
law  among,  4. 

Pacific  blockade,  267,  481. 

Conditions,  267-269. 

History,  267. 

Instances,  267. 

Rules  of,  268,  260. 
Panama  Congress  (see  Monroe  Doc- 
trine), 113,  note, 
Panama  Ship  Canal,  63. 
Paper  blockades,  474,  note,  475. 
Paris,  Congress  of,  384. 

Declaration  of,  294,  295,  384-387, 

«     5^5. 

Paroles  {see  Prisoners  of  War),  317, 

318. 
Acceptance  of,  by  belligerents,  318. 
Breach  of,  318. 

Penalty,  318. 
By  whom  given,  318. 
Not  compulsory,  318. 
Pledge  of,  318. 


Privilege  of,  318. 

Purpose,  318. 
Parties  to  international  law,  29. 
Partisans,  290. 
Passports,    163,    164,    165,   337-338. 

Applications  for,  164. 

Contents,  163,  164. 

Definition,  163,  164. 

Issue,  164. 

Purpose,  163,  164. 
Peace  Conferences  of  1899  and  1907, 
at  The  Hague,   257-262,    519- 

524,  525-595. 
Arbitration  Conventions,  257-261. 

Contractual  debt  undertaking,  261, 
542,  544. 

Declarations,  520,  588-590. 

International  commission  of  in- 
quiry, 258,  529-532. 

Permanent    court    of    arbitration, 

261,  590-595. 

Resolutions,  524,  588-590. 

Rules  of  War  on  Land,  524-534. 
Performance    of    foreign    contracts, 

185. 
Permanent    arbitral    tribunal,    257- 

261,  532-542. 
Appointment  of  members,  259. 
Composition,  259. 
Constitution,  259. 
Decisions,  260. 
International  bureau,  535. 
Judgment,  binding  effect  of,  260, 

539. 
Powers,  259,  261. 

Procedure,  261,  535-540. 

Purposes,  259,  260,  514. 

Review  of  judgment,  260,  539. 

Treaty,  258-263. 

Umpire,  518. 

Permanent  court  of  arbitration,  2' 

262,  590-595- 

Permanent  neutrality,  394. 

Permanent     occupation     {see    Con- 
quest), 335,  336. 

Permanent  treaties,  240,  241. 
Personal  imposts,  exemption  of  aliens 

from,  154. 
Peterhof,  case  of  the,  452,  453. 
Philippine   Islands,   political  status, 

141. 
Pillage  {see  War),  308,  323. 

Offence,  323. 

Penalty  for,  J23. 

Renression  of,  323, 
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Piracy,  6i,  62,  488. 

Definition,  61. 

Search  on  suspicion  of,  488. 

Where  committed,  61,  62. 
Plenipotentiaries  (see  Ministers),  195. 
Political  offences   {see  Extradition), 

177. 
Not  extraditable,  177. 

Political  refugees  (see  Asylimi),  119. 

Admission,  119. 

Exclusion,  119. 

Extradition  denied,  119. 

Protection,  119. 

Surrender,  119. 
Political   status  of  individuals,   de- 
termined   by   citizenship,    136- 

138. 
Porto  Rico,  political  status,  141. 

Port  regulations,  observance  of,  by 

ships-of-war,  75. 

Ports,  see  Territory. 

Anchorage  regulations,  71-74,  75, 

76. 

Crimes  committed  afloat,  71-74. 

Crimes  committed  ashore,  71-82. 

Jurisdiction  of  local  authority,  71- 

83.  89. 

Merchant  vessels  in,  71-74. 

Police  regulations,  75-83. 

Public  armed  vessels  in,  74-83,  89. 
Postliminy,  366-369. 

Applies  to  maritime  capture,  367, 
368. 

Definition,  366. 

Limits  of  rule,  368. 

Modem  rule,  367-369. 

Recapture,  366-369. 

Roman  rule,  366-367. 

Salvage,  367. 
Pre-emption  (see  Contraband),  470. 
Primacy  of  the  great  powers,   108, 
109. 

Concert  of  action,  108,  109. 

Exercise  of  authority,  109. 

Illustrations,  109. 
Prisoners  of  war,  313-318,  363,  507- 

510,  547-551. 
Capture,  313,  314. 
Cartels,  316,  317,  339. 
Confinement  of,  315,  316. 
Escape,  315. 
Exchange,  316. 
Internment   in   neutral   territory, 

315.  316.  508.  569. 
Labor  of,  315,  548. 


Paroles,  317,  318. 
Private  property  of,  314. 
Release  of,  3^5.  3 16,  548,  549. 
Restrictions  on,  315,  316. 
Status  of,  315. 
Support  of,  314, 

Termination  of  captivity,  315-318. 
Treatment  of,  314,  548. 
Wounded  (see  Geneva  Convention), 

318,  319,  503-514.  566-570. 
Private  arbitration,  255-258. 

Advantages,  255,  256. 

Binding  lorce,  256. 

Compared  with  mediation,  257. 

Composition  of  tribunal,  256. 

Decision,  255. 

Fraud,  effect  of,  257. 

Preliminary  treaty,  256. 

Procedure,  256. 

Tribunal,  how  constituted,  256. 

Validity  of  decision,  256,  257. 
Private  international  law  (see  Con- 
flict of  law),  181-188. 

Aliens,  capacity  of,  185-187. 

Based  on  comity,  182. 

Capacity,  rules  respecting  persons, 
186. 

Caste,   not  extra-territorial,    185- 
187. 

Conflict  of  laws,  1 81-188. 

Contracts,  186,  187. 

Decedents,  estates  of,  186. 

Definition,  181,  182. 

Domicile,  185-187. 

Foreign  judgments,  187-189. 

History,  182-185. 

Judgments,  extra-territorial  effects 
ot,  187-189. 

Jus  gentium,  184. 

Lex  rei  sUa,  186. 

Limitation  on  practice  of,  185-187. 

Origin,  182-185. 

Persons,  domicile  of,  156,  187. 

Process,  186,  187. 

Property,  186. 

Ranks,  no  extra-territorial  effect, 
186. 
Private  property  in   war,   306-309, 

327-336.  554-556. 
Privateering,  293-295,  360,  373. 
Privateers  (see  Maritime  Captures), 

294.  295,  515. 
Commissions,  294. 

Declaration    of    Paris    respecting, 

294,  295,  515, 
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Employment  of,  293-295. 

Letters  of  marque  and  reprisal,  294. 

Reasons  for  resort  to,  294. 

Tendency  to  disuse  of,  294,  295. 
Privileges  of  ambassadors,   199-210. 
Prize  (see  Right  of  Search).  357-375- 

By  whom  made,  293,  295,  360. 

Captures,  35&-364- 

Dennition,  361. 

Destruction,  361,  364. 

Distribution,  372,  373. 

Domicile  of  owners,  373-375. 

Duty  of  captor,  362,  363. 

Liability  to  capture,  360,  361,  374, 

,  375.       , 

Locality  of  capture,  360,  361. 

Nationality  of  ships,  373-375. 

Neutral  waters,  captures  in,  360, 

561,  426-432,  584-588. 

Prize-courts,  369-375. 

Crews,  362,  363. 

Recapture,  366-369. 

Title  to,  where  vested,  361,  362. 

Validity  of,  how  determined,  369- 

375. 
Where  made,  360,  361. 

Prize-courts,  (see  Captures)  369-375. 
Appeal  in  prize-cases,  372. 
Constitution  of,  369,  370. 
Decisions  of,  effects,  369,  370. 
Distribution,  372,  373. 
Domicile   of   owners,   how   deter- 
mined, 373,  375. 
Effect  of  decisions,  369,  370. 
International  law  applied  by,  370, 

,  371. 

Judgments,  309,  370,  372. 

Jurisdiction,  369,  370. 
Law  applied  by,  ^70,  371. 
Nationality  of  ships,  ho^ 

mined,  374,  375. 
Place  of  session,  369,  370,  585. 
Power  of,  369-374. 
Procedure,  371-373- 
Prize-Court  of  Appeal,  372,  373,  572- 

«.   583. 
Pnze-crews,  362,  363. 

Duty  of,  362,  363. 

Prize-money,  372,  373. 

Process,  service  of,  on  ships-of-war, 

76,  77. 
Projectiles,  298-300. 
Ear-shot,  299. 
Bullets,  299,  517,  520-523. 
Chain-shot,  299, 

43 
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Explosive,  restrictiofi  on,  299,  520- 

523. 
Hot  shot,  299. 

Test  of  conformity,  298,  299. 

Wounds  caused  by,  298,  299,  517, 
520-523. 
Projectiles,    conventions    respecting 
the  use  of: 

St.  Petersbux^g,  517. 

The  Hague,  520-523. 
Property: 

Booty,  310. 

Captured  on  land,  306-314. 
On  sea,  357-369. 

Claims  for  daxnage  to,  350-354. 

Classification,  306. 

Contributions,  310. 

Damage  to,  in  war,  350-354* 

Devastation,  304,  305. 

Loss  of,  mob  violence,  351,  352. 

Mob   violence,    claims   based   on, 

351 »  352. 
PiUa^e,  323. 

Postliminy,  366-369. 

Private,  in  war,  307-314. 

Prize,  357-369. 

Protection  of,  306-314. 

PubUc,  306,  331,  332,  344,  345. 

Ransom,  363-366. 

Recapture,  366-369. 

Requisitions,  308,  309. 

Responsibility    for   injury    to,    in 
war,  350-3  S4. 
Property,  individual  (see  Conflict  of 

Laws),  185. 
Protectorates: 

Definition,  38,  39. 

Nature  of  me  relation,  38. 

Spheres  of  influence,  109,  no. 

Status,  39. 
Protocols  (see  Treaties),  248. 
Public  armed   vessels   (see  Exterri- 
toriality). 

Asylum  on  board  of,  82. 

Asylum  to,  422. 

Baltimore,  case  of  the,  80-82. 

CcnsHttiUan,  case  of  the,  81,  82. 

Conversion  of  merchant  ships,  294, 
560. 

Courtesies,  124-127,  130-133. 

Exemption  from  process,  76,  77. 

Exterritoriality,  74-83,  89. 

Harbor  regulations,  75,  76. 

In  foreign  ports,  74-83. 

Jurisdiction  over,  69-83,  89. 


662 


INDEX 


Madne,  case  of  the,  77-80. 

Offences  on  shore,  82,  83. 
On  high  seas,  69-74. 

Port,  rules  of,  75,  76. 

Process,  service  of,  76,  77. 

Qiiarantine,  75. 

&dutes,  128-133. 

Service  of  process  on,  76,  77. 

SUka,  case  of  the,  77,  78. 

Territorial  character,  69-83,  89. 

Visits  of  courtesy,  130-133. 
Public  ministers  (see  Ministers),  87, 

88,   190-211. 
Public  property  in  war,  306,  327- 
336.  554-556. 

Quarantine,  observance  of  rules  of, 

by  ships-of-war,  75. 
Quarter,  297. 

RefusjEil  of,  forbidden,  297,  298. 

Ransom  (see  Recapture),  364-366. 

Contracts,  364,  365. 

Hostages,  366. 
Ransom  contracts,  365,  366. 

Authority  for,  365. 

Binding  force,  365,  366. 

Deviation,  penalty  for,  365. 

Effect,  365. 

Hostages,  365. 

Obligation  of,  365. 

Parties  to,  365. 

Recapture,  effects  on,  365. 

Validity  of,  365. 
Ratification  (see  Treaties),  234,  235. 
Rebellion   (see  Internal  wars),  274- 

279,  523-525. 
Recapture  (see  Postliminy),  366-368. 

By  whom  made,  366-368. 

Effects  of,  366-368. 

Limits  of,  368. 

Locality  of,  368. 

Neutral  ships,  367,  368. 

Position  of  Great  Britain,  365,  366. 

Postliminy,  366-368. 

Rights  of  original  owner,  367,  368. 

Salvage,  367,  368. 

Recent  works  on  international  law, 

15-18. 
Recez  (see  Treaties),  248. 

Reciprocity,    in   foreign   judgments, 

187-189. 

Treaties,  244. 

Reciprocity    treaties  (see  Treaties), 

244. 


Interpretation,  244,  245. 
Recogmtion  of  belligerency,  42,  43, 

276-278. 
Recognition  of  independence,  42,  43, 

278,  279. 
Red  Cross,  sign  of  Geneva  Conven- 
tion, 318,  511. 

Arm  badge,  511. 

Brassard,  511. 

Flag,  511. 
Redress  of  wrongs,  250-270. 

Amicable  settlement,  254. 

Arbitration,  255-263. 

Diplomatic  adjustment,  250-254. 

Embargo,  266,  267. 

Forcible,  263-269. 

Good  offices,  254,  258. 

Mediation,  254-258. 

Moderation,  duty  of,  253,  254. 

Pacific  blockade,  267-270,  481. 

Reprisals,  264,  265. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 
Redress,  right  of  (see  War),  271. 
Refugees  (je^  Asylum),  1 18-122. 
Relative  rank  of  diplomatic  and  mili- 
tary officers,  214,  note. 
Religious  worship,  privilege  of,  208, 

209. 
Representative  government  (see  Suf- 
frage), 31-33. 

Character  (see  Ambassadors),  194, 

195. 

Institutions,  31,  33. 
Reprisal,  letters  of  marque  and,  294, 
360,  373. 

By  whom  issued,  294,  360,  373. 

Purpose,  294,  360,  373. 
Reprisals  (see  Retaliation),  264,  265. 

In  peace,  264,  265. 

In  war,  325,  326. 
Requisitions,  308-310,  555. 

By  whom  made,  308. 

Definition,  308. 

How  made,  308. 

Irregular,  how  punished,  308. 

Pillage,  308. 

Policy  of  the  United   States   re- 
specting, 309,  310. 

Property  taken  by,  308. 

Receipts  to  be  given,  308. 

Services,  308,  309. 
Restrictive  interpretation  (see  Trea- 
ties), 247. 
Retaliation  in  war,  325,  326. 

Character  and  purpose,  325,  326. 


INDEX 


663 


Restriction  on  practice,  325,  336. 
When  applicable,  325,  326. 

Retorsion,  263,  264. 

Ritrdctiofif  Droit  de  {see  Droit  de  RS- 
traction). 

Revenue  laws,   searchers  in  execu- 
tion of,  487,  488. 

Right  of  convoy  (see  Convoy),  488, 
489. 

Right  of  search  {see  Search),  483- 

497. 
Approach    to    verify    nationality, 

492. 
Belligerent  character,  483,  486. 
Boarding  party,  duty  of,  485. 
Convoy,  488,  489. 
Resistance  to,  487. 
Searches  in  peace,  a88,  491,  497. 
Virginias,  case  of  the,  493-497. 
When  and  where  exerdsed,  483, 

484. 
Rights  of  states: 
Classification,  92. 
Comity,  122. 
Duties,  92,  116,  117. 
Enforcement  of  treaty  stipulations, 

,  94.  95,  I02. 

Imperfect,  92,  116. 

Interference,  98-115. 

Moral  claims,  92,  116,  117. 

Non-interference,  98,  99. 

Perfect,  91-H5. 

Protection  of  citizens  abroad,  95- 

98. 
Reputation,  94. 
Self-defence,  93,  99-102. 
Self-preservation,  93. 
Rivers  {see  Botmdaries),  46-54. 
Boundaries,  46,  47. 
Navigable,  48-54. 
Rivers  as  botmdaries,  46,  48-54. 
Accretion,  46,  47. 
Changes,  ^6,  47. 
E>emarkation,  46. 
Loss  of  soil,  47. 
Navigation,  46,  4^54* 

Case  of  the  Danube,  48-50. 

Main,  48. 

Meuse,  48. 

Mississippi,  50-52. 

Moselle,  48. 

Neckar,  48. 

Rhine,  48. 

St.  Lawrence,  52-54. 

Scheldt,  48. 


Robins,  case  of,  177,  178,  mOe. 

Royal  persons  {see  Sovereigns),  85, 
86. 

Rules  of  domicile,  158-162. 

Rules  of  interpretation  {see  Trea- 
ties), 245-248. 

Rules  of  war  at  sea  {see  Capture), 

^     293^95.  357-375.  589. 

Rules  of  war  on  land  {see  Laws  of 

War),  271-349,  546-560. 

Hague  Conferences  of   1899  and 

1907,  519-595. 

Safe  conducts,  337,  338. 

Abuse  of,  338. 

Bv  whom  issued,  337,  338. 

Character,  337,  338. 

How  construed,  338. 

Violation  of,  338. 
Safeguards,  337,  338. 

Abuse  of,  338. 

Binding  character,  338. 

By  whom  issued,  338. 

Definition,  338. 

Protection  afforded  by,  338. 

Purpose,  338. 

Respect  for,  how  received,  338. 

To  whom  issued,  338. 

Violation  of,  338. 
St.  Lawrence  River,  case  of  the  {see 

Rivers),  5>-54- 
Sally,  case  of  the,  73,  74. 
Salutes  {see  Ceremonial),  124-134. 

Agreement  as  to,  129,  130. 

Anniversaries,  natiozial,  133. 

Cannon,  128-130. 

Civil  dignitaries,  129,  130. 

Consuls,  130. 

Diplomatic  officers,  130,  132. 

Forts  and  ships,  129,  130. 

Ministers,  130. 

National,  133. 

On  high  seas,  128,  129. 

On  land,  132-134. 

Personal,  129,  130. 

Relative  rank  of  diplomatic  and 
military  officers,  214,  note. 

Return  of,  129,  130. 

To  flag,  129. 
Salvage  (see  Recapture),  367. 

Amount,  367. 

By  whom  decreed,  367,  368. 

On  neutral  ships,  368,  369. 
Savages,  employment  of,  291,  292. 

Wars  with,  293. 
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Seamen,  impressment  of,  499. 
Search,  4S3-501. 
Approadi    to    verify    nationality, 

Bemgerent  character,  4^3,  486. 

Boarding  party,  duty  ot,  485. 

Convoy,  488-491. 

Exercise  of,  in  peace,  491,  492. 

Extent  of  right,  483-486. 

How  exercised,  484-486. 

Impressment  of  seamen,  499. 

Nature  of  right,  483,  486. 

Piracy,  492. 

Release  of  vessel,  486. 

Resistance  to,  487. 

Revenue  laws,  491. 

Virginius,  case  of  the,  493-497. 

When  and   where  exercised,  483, 
484. 
Seas  (see  High  Seas). 

Clamis  to  dominion  over,  57,  58. 

Closed  seas,  58,  59. 

Extent,  57. 

Fishery,  60^  61. 

Freedom  of  the,  57. 

Marine  league,  54-56. 

Navigation  of,  57. 

Piracy,  61,  62. 

Ship  canals,  62, 63. 

Straits,  59,  60. 

Submarine  tel^^ph  cables,  64, 65. 
Semi-civilized  races,  employment  of, 

in  war,  291,  292. 
Semi-sovereign  states,  37-39. 

Confederations,  37,  38. 

Dependencies,  37. 

Dependent  states,  37. 

Protectorates,  37,  38. 

Spheres  of  influence,  109,  no. 

Unions,  37,  38. 
Senior,  N.  W.,  statement  of  balance 

of  power,  107,  108. 
Separate  articles  (see  Treaties),  248. 
Servitudes  (see  Territory),  68-69. 

Creation  of,  68,  69. 

Definition  of,  68. 

Dominant,  68. 

Examples  of,  69. 

Negative,  69. 

Non-user,  68,  69. 

Positive,  69. 

Servient,  68. 

Termination,  68,  69. 
Shenandoah,  case  of  the   (see  Neu- 
trality), 413. 


Ship  canals,  62-64. 
(character,  62. 
Construction,  62. 
Navigation,  62,  63. 
Neutrality,  63. 
Nicaragua  Cajial,  63. 
Operation,  62,  63. 
Panama  Canal,  63. 
Suez  Canal,  63,  64. 
Ships-of-war  (see  Public  Armed  Ves- 
sels), 69-89. 
Shipwrecked  sailors   (see  Asylums), 

f^o. 
Sick  and  wounded,  treatment  of,  318, 

.     319.  503-514.  566-570. 
Sieses  (see  Blockades),  301-303,  304. 
Sitka,  case  of  the,  77,  78. 
Slavery,  not  recognized  at  interna- 
tional law,  186,  508. 
Small-arm  projectiles,  limitations  on 
use,  520-523. 
Conference  at  The  Hague,   520- 

523. 
St.  Petersburg,  Declaration  of,  517. 

Sound  dues,  59,  60. 

Sources  of  international  law,  19-30. 

Sovereign  powers,  40-43. 

AcQuisition  of,  41,  42. 

Tumcial,  41. 

Legislation,  40. 

Lois  of,  ^. 

Recognition,  42,  43. 

Sources,  32,  33,  40. 
Sovereigns  in  foreign  territory  (see 
Exterritoriality). 

Christina,  case  of  Queen,  86,  noU, 

Consent  required,  85,  86. 

Control  over  retinue,  85,  86. 

Entry  without  consent,  87. 

Exemptions,  motive   and   extent, 

85-87. 
Exterritoriality  of,  85-87. 
Functions  of,  85-87. 
Honors  to,  87. 
Restrictions  upon,  85-87. 
Soverei^  states  (see  States). 
Acqmsition  of  sovereignty,  41,  42. 
Boundaries,  44-48. 
Changes  in,  43. 
Dependent  states,  37,  38. 
Equality  of,  36. 
Extinction  of  sovereignty,  42. 
Independence,  36. 
Internal  chan^,  43. 
Loss  of  sovereignty,  42. 
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Recognition,  43. 

Separation  of,  44. 

Servitudes,  68,  69. 

Sources  of  sovereignty,  32,  53. 

Sovereignty,  36. 

Territory,  44-90. 
Soverei^tjr,  34-43- 

AcGuisition,  41,  42. 

Definition,  34,  35. 

Loss  of,  42. 

Recognition  of,  42,  43. 
Special  truces  (see  Truces),  339,  340. 
Spheres  of  influence,  109,  1 10. 

Based  upon  treaties,  109. 

Extent  of  relation,  109,  no. 

Nature  of  influence,  109,  no. 

Territorial  in  character,  109. 
Spies,  321,  552,  553. 

Offence,  321. 

Penalty,  321. 

Service  as,  not  compellable,  321. 

Service,  compensation  for,  321. 

Trial,  321,  552,  553. 
Sponsions,  228,  (see  Treaties). 
Springbok,  case  of  the,  460-462. 
States: 

Attributes  of,  34-36. 

Boundaries,  44-56. 

Citizens,  31,  32. 

Confederations,  37-38. 

Creation  of,  41,  42. 

Definition,  31. 

Dependent,  37-38. 

Equality  of,  36. 

Exterritoriality,  69-90. 

Extinction  of,  42. 

Governments,  32-34, 

Independence  of,  36. 

Nation,  31. 

Neutral,  36. 

Protectorates,  38,  30,  40. 

Responsibility  of,  for  war  losses, 

^  350-354. 
Servitudes,  69,  70.  . 

Sovereign  States,  34-36. 

Sovereignty,  34-36. 

Subjects,  31,  32. 

Territory,  44-90. 
Status  of  persons,  136-138. 

Civil,  136-138. 

Les^  136-138. 

PoUtical,  136-138. 
Straits  (see  Territory),  44,  45,  59, 
60. 

Boundaries,  45,  59,  60, 


Danish  Sound  Dues,  60. 

Jurisdiction  over,  59,  60. 

Navigation  of,  59, 60. 

Ownership  of,  ^9. 
Strangers  (see  Ahens). 
Subjects  (see  Citizens),  13^-164. 
Submarine  telegraph  cables,  64,  65, 

^558.       . 
Construction,  64,  65. 

Operation,  64,  65. 

Treaty  respecting,  64,  65,  558. 
Suez  Caiial,  63,  64. 

Neutrality  of,  61,  64. 

Treaty  in  reference  to,  63,  64. 
Suffrage  (see  Governments),  31-33. 

By  whom  exercised,  31-33. 

How  regulated,  31-33. 

Not  essential  to  citizenship,  31-33. 
Surgeons  not  liable  to  capture,  509, 

510. 
Surrender  of  criminal  (lenders  (see 

Extradition). 
Suspensions  of  arms    (see  Truces), 

33^341. 

Telegraph   cables   (see   Submarine 

Cables),  64,  65,  558. 
Terceira  affair  (see  Neutrality),  408. 
Territorial  character: 

Merchant  vessels,  69-74. 

Public  armed  vessels,  6^-89. 
Territorial  servitudes,  68,  69. 
Territory,  44-90. 

Acquisition,  66,  ,67. 

Bays,  45. 

Boundaries,  44-47,  59,  60. 

Conquered,  343,  349. 

Definition,  44,  45. 

Gulf,  45. 

Land,  44,  45. 

Loss  of,  66,  67. 

Marine  league,  54-56. 

Navigable  rivers,  46-54. 

Neutral,  426. 

Oocupied,  327-336. 

Ocean,  45,  57-65. 

Rivers,  46-54. 

Seas,  45. 

Servitudes,  68,  69. 

Ship  canals,  62-64. 

Straits,  59,  60. 

Water,  44,  45. 

What  constitutes,  44,  45. 
Text-writers  as  sources  of  interna- 
tional law,  21-28. 


666 


INDEX 


Conventions  of,  520-537. 
Declarations,  520-524,  527,  538. 
Recommendations,  524,  539. 
The  Hague,  Peace  Conferences  at, 

258-263.  519-524,  525-595. 
Three-mile  limit  (see  Marine  League), 

^     54-56. 

Torpedoes,  299-301,  562-565. 
Maritime  war,  299,  300,  562-565. 
Use  of,  in  land  operations,  300,  301, 

562-565. 
Transfer  of  neutral  flag,  598-601. 
Accession  of  third  parties  to,  235, 

236. 
Alliance,  241-243. 
Alternate,  use  of  the,  234* 
Binding  force  of,  229. 
Capitulations,  241. 
Cartels,  241. 
Classifications,  240,  241. 
Conferences,  230,  231. 
Congresses,  230,  237. 
Consent  of  piulies,  228. 
Consular  jurisdiction,  218,  221. 
Contract  of  states,  223-224. 
Effect  of  war  on,  239,  240,  285, 

286. 
Enforcement   of  stipulations,   94, 

95.  102. 
Execution  of,  228,  229. 
Extradition,  174-178. 
Form  of,  234. 
Guarantee,  243,  244. 
Interference  in  accordance   with, 

102. 
Interpretation,  rules  of,  245-248. 
Language  used  in,  233. 
Most  favored  nation  clause,  248, 

249. 
Naturalization,  142-151. 
Ne^jotiation  of,  229-234. 
Objects,  241-245. 
Permanent,  240,  241. 
Power  to  make,  223,  226,  227,  228. 
Preparation,  232. 
Protocols,  248. 
Ratification,  234,  235. 
Recez,  248. 
Reciprocity,  244,  245. 
Right  to  make,  224. 
Separate  articles,  248. 
Signatures,  234. 

Sources  of  international  law,  19, 20. 
Sponsions,  228. 
Suspension  of,  239,  240. 


Termination,  236-240. 

Territorial  acquisition  by,  66. 
,  Transitory,  240. 

Validity  of,  227-229. 

War,  effects  of,  on,  239,  240. 
Treaties,  223-249,  500,  501,  619-624. 
Treaties  of  peace  (see  Treaties),  342- 
346. 

Acquisition  of  territory  by,  66. 

Allegiance  of  inhabitants,  346,  347. 

Amnesty,  343,  344. 

Binding  force,  342. 

Causes  of  war,  343. 

Conquests,  treatment  of,  343-349. 

Effects,  343-349- 

Execution,  342,  3^3. 

Inequality  of  parties,  342. 

Municipal  laws,  effects  on,   348, 

349- 
Negotiation,  342,  343. 

Obligation,  342. 

Occupied  territory,  treatment  of, 

344. 
Political  changes,  343. 

Private  property,  345,  346. 

Public  property,  044,  345. 

Ubi  possidetis,  rule  of,  344,  345. 

War,  effects  on,  285,  286. 

When  binding,  345. 
Treaty-making  power  (see  Treaties), 
224-227. 

Extent,  227. 
Troops,  461-465. 

Conveyance  of,  by  neutral,  440- 

444.  557. 
Definition,  442. 

Enlistment  ot,  in  neutral  territory, 

397-400,  557. 
Friendship,  case  of  the,  463. 
Greta,  case  of  the,  463,  464. 
Internment  of,  in  neutral  territory, 

315,  316,  558. 
Penalty   for   neutral    conveyance, 

441,442.  • 
Truces,  339-34i« 
Armistices,  339-341. 
Besieged  places,  340,  341. 
By  whom  made,  339,  340. 
Captures  during,  341. 
Flags  of  truce,  337,  339,  340. 
General,  341. 

Obligatory  force,  339,  340. 
Parties  to,  339,  341. 
Resumption  of  hostilities,  339-343. 
Special,  339,  340. 
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Suspension  of  arms,  340. 

What  may  be  done  during,  340, 

341. 
When  operative,  339-341. 

Ubi  possidetis^  rule  of,  344,  345. 

Application,  344,  345. 

Definition,  344,  345. 

Property  of  enemy,  J44,  345. 
Undefended     towns,     bombardment 

forbidden,  301,  565,  566. 
Ungar,  case  of,  151. 
Uniform: 

Use  of  enemy's,  in  war,  296. 
United    States    consuls,    how    ap- 
pointed, 214,  215. 

Capture  of  property  at  sea,  posi- 
tion respecting,  354. 

Extradition  treaties  of,  177,  178. 

Interstate,  extradition  in,  178-180. 

Naturalization  treaties  of,  143. 

Neutrality  laws  of,  434,  435. 

Neutral  policy  of,  380,  381. 
Unoccupied  territory,  offences  in,  70. 
Usage  as  a  source  of  international 

law,  20. 
Usages  of  war  {see  Law  of  War),  286- 

347. 
On  land,  286-347. 

On  the  sea,  305,  306. 

Vattel,    statement    of    balance    of 

power,  107. 
Venezuela   boundary,    case    of    {see 

Monroe  Doctrine),  115. 
Vice-consuls  {see  Consuls),  21 1-22 1. 
Violence,  crimes  of,  in  war,  323,  324. 

Punishment  of,  323,  324. 
Virginius,  case  of  the,  493-497. 
Visitation  {see  Search),  497,  498. 

Assertion  of  right  by  Great  Britain, 

497, 498. 
Denial  of  right  by  United  States, 

497-499. 
History,  275,  407. 

Impressment  of  seamen,  499. 

Legality  of  right,  499. 

Visits  {see  Ceremonial),  130-134. 

Ambassadors,  130,  131. 

Boarding,  130. 

Ceremonial,  130. 

Civil  officials,  130-134. 

Consuls,    1 30- 1 34. 

Diplomatic  officers,  130-132. 

Governors-general,   134. 


Military,  130-134. 
National  anniversaries,  133. 
Naval,    130-134. 
Territorial  governors,  134. 

War: 

Attack  of  places,  301. 
Balloons,  use  of,  in,  299. 
Belligerents,  275,  278. 
Besieged  places,  301-303. 
Bombardments,  301,  302,  565,  566. 
Booty,  310,  311. 
Capitulations,  339. 
Cartels,  339. 
Cartel  ships,  317. 
Causes  of,  274. 
Claims  based  on,  350. 
Classification,  274. 
Collective  responsibility   of  com- 
munities, 324,  325. 
Combatants,  312. 
Contrioutions,  310. 
Crimes  against  laws  of,  319-326. 
Deceit  in,  296. 
Declaration  of,  279,  282. 
Definition,  271,  272. 
Devastation,  304,  305. 
Effects  of,  282-286. 

As  to  persons,  283-285. 

As  to  property,  283-285. 

As  to  treaties,  239,  240,  285, 
286. 
Flags  of  truce,  337. 
Forces  employed  in,  288-295,  546, 

547. 
Guerillas,  322. 

Guides,  551. 

Hostilities,  551,  552. 

Instruments  used  in,  298-301,  520- 

523. 
Intercourse  of  belligerents  in,  336. 

Internment    of    beUigerents,    315, 

316,  558,  569- 
Internment  of  prisoners,  315,  316, 

547. 
Land,  rules  of,  286-336. 

Laws  of,  286-336. 
Levie  en  masses  290,  546-547. 
Licenses  to  trade,  338,  339. 
Martial  law,  333-335- 
Military  jurisdiction,  320-326. 
Military  occupation,  327-336,  554- 

556. 
Military  rule,  327-336. 
Mines  and  torpedoes,  300,  562. 
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Neutrals  (see  Neutrality),  276. 
Non-combatants,  312,  313. 
Notification  of  a  resort  to,  281, 

544,545. 
Paroles,  317,  318. 
Partisans,  290. 
Pillage,  323. 
Prisoners,  312,  313,  524-527.  552. 

,>  553.        , 

Property  of  enemy,  306-31 1. 

Quarter,  297,  551. 

Recogmtion  of  belligerency,  276- 

279. 
Independence,  279. 
Requisitions,  308-310,  555. 
Responsibility  for  a  resort  to,  273. 
Restrictions  on   operations,   295- 

298. 
Retaliation,  325,  326. 
Rightfulness  of,  272. 
Right  to  declare,  279. 
Rules  of,  286-336. 
Safe-conducts,  337,  338. 


Saf^uards,  337,  338. 

Savages,  292,  293. 

Sea,  rules  of  war  at,  293-295,  305, 
306. 

Semi-dvilized  races,  291,  292. 

Spies,  321,  322,  552. 

Termination  of,  342-349. 

Torpedoes,  300,  562. 

Treaties  of  peace,  342-349. 

Truces,  337-340- 
War  claims,  350,  556. 
War-ships  {see  Public  Armed  Vessels). 
Weapons  in  war: 

Character,  298, 299. 

Restriction  on  use  of,  298-300. 

Torpedoes  and  mines,   300,   562, 

564. 
Wildenhus,  case  of,  72,  73. 

Wounded,   treatment   of,   318,   319, 
503-514.  566-570. 

Yucatan,  case  of  (see  Monroe  Doc- 
trine), 113,  114. 
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